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1. Purpose and Need

CHAPTER 1

Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction

Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, Antelope Valley (LACWWDA40) is proposing
to implement Phase 2 of the North Los Angeles/Kern County Regional Recycled Water Project
(“Phase 2” or “proposed project”). Phase 2 would include construction of the following
components: recycled water conveyance pipelines, a pump station, and a recycled water storage
tank. The Phase 2 components would be part of a backbone system that would allow for the
distribution of recycled water throughout the Antelope Valley. The Phase 2 components would be
operated as part of the greater Regional Recycled Water Project, which would be owned and
operated cooperatively by regional partner agencies, including LACWWDA40, the City of
Lancaster, the City of Palmdale, Rosamond Community Services District (RCSD), Palmdale
Water District (PWD), Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency (AVEK), and Quartz Hill
Water District (QHWD).

1.2 Background

LACWWDA40 and several of the partner agencies provide potable water to the Antelope Valley,
supplied primarily by local groundwater and water imported through the State Water Project
(SWP). The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) owns and operates the SWP,
conveying water from the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta to Southern California via the
California Agueduct. The East Branch of the California Aqueduct traverses the southern edge of
the Antelope Valley from the Tehachapi Mountains to Silverwood Reservoir in San Bernardino
County.

There are three wastewater treatment facilities that serve the major urbanized portions of the
Antelope Valley. They are the Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant (PWRP), Lancaster Water
Reclamation Plant (LWRP), and Rosamond Wastewater Treatment Plant (RWWTP). The LWRP
and PWRP are owned and operated by Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) No. 14
and LACSD No.20, respectively. The RWWTP is owned and operated by RCSD. As of
December 2011, these facilities have been upgraded to provide 100 percent disinfected tertiary-
treated effluent that is suitable for all approved recycled water end uses under Title 22 of the
California Code of Regulations (CCR). Currently, there is no regional recycled water distribution
system to convey this treated water to locations where it can be beneficially used.

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 1-1 ESA /209362
IS/IMND/EA April 2014



1. Purpose and Need

1.3 CEQA/NEPA Compliance

The environmental impacts associated with the implementation of Phase 2 were evaluated in a
Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) that was prepared by LACWWDA40 as the
Lead Agency, and adopted and certified in November 2008 (ESA, 2008). The Final PEIR
provided project-level assessments of some components of the Regional Recycled Water Project,
including construction and operation of pipelines and municipal and industrial (M&I) end uses of
recycled water. Storage tanks and pump stations were evaluated at a program level, as were other
recycled water end uses, such as power plant cooling water. All project components that were
evaluated at a program level require additional environmental assessment prior to their
implementation in order to be in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., as amended).

LACWWNDA4O0 is proposing to implement Phase 2 and therefore preparing this Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment (ISSMND/EA) to demonstrate
compliance with CEQA and to determine if the Phase 2 components would result in new effects
or require new mitigation measures in addition to those included in the Final PEIR, (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168(c)). If there are no new effects or mitigation measures, then no new
environmental documentation would be required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)). The Final
PEIR is incorporated by reference into this ISMND/EA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(d) (2).
Feasible mitigation measures from the Final PEIR that are applicable to the Phase 2 project are
incorporated into this IS'MND/EA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c) (3)).

The LACWWD40 has been awarded an Appropriations Grant from the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) for Phase 2 of the Regional Recycled Water Project; therefore, in
addition to CEQA compliance, Phase 2 of the project must also comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) before construction can be initiated. As such, this
ISIMND/EA is being prepared jointly by LADWWD40 (CEQA Lead Agency) and the USEPA
(NEPA Lead Agency) in accordance with NEPA (42 USC Section 4321 et seq), the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR, Sections 1500-
1508), and the USEPA Environmental Review Guide for Special Appropriation Grants (2008,
USEPA Publication No. 315-K-08-001).

To facilitate the use of this document by both LACWWD40 and USEPA, a combined format has
been developed to include all topical information and analyses required by the USEPA
Environmental Review Guide for Special Appropriation Grants as well as the CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14 Sections 15000 et seq. (2009). This ISSMND/EA
evaluates all environmental issues required by USEPA within the 17 specific environmental resource
areas included in the CEQA Initial Study Checklist (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, March 2010).
The IS/MND/EA determines whether the proposed project would have any potentially significant
environmental effects using both CEQA and NEPA criteria and determines whether mitigation is
required to reduce potentially significant effects to less-than-significant levels.
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1. Purpose and Need

1.4 Project Location

The proposed project would be located in the Antelope Valley, which encompasses
approximately 2,400 square miles in northern Los Angeles County, southern Kern County, and
western San Bernardino County (Figure 1). The physical improvements associated with
implementation of Phase 2 would be located within the City of Palmdale (City). The project is
comprised of three components; 1) a pump station located at the PWRP, 39300 30th Street East;
2) a steel storage tank adjacent to northbound State Route 14 (Antelope Valley Freeway),
between 10™ Street West and Amargosa Creek on a parcel owned by LACWWDA40; and 3) the
recycled water conveyance pipelines. The pipelines would be constructed primarily within the
public right-of-way (ROW) of City and County streets. The pipeline alignment would make two
crossings of the Metrolink/Union Pacific Railroad as it runs parallel to Sierra Highway and would
cross the Amargosa Creek just northeast of the new storage tank. The PWRP is owned by
LACSD No. 20 (see Figure 1). LACWWDA40 would acquire an easement from LACSD No. 20
for encroachment on their site prior to implementing the pump station.

1.5 Purpose and Need for Project

The Phase 2 facilities represent a critical portion of the backbone distribution system for the
Regional Recycled Water Project. Phase 2 would develop a portion of the necessary infrastructure
for distribution of recycled water as an alternative supply for non-potable uses and to meet the
anticipated future water demands associated with the expected population growth in the Antelope
Valley. The recycled water would be used for irrigation and other non-potable uses at municipal,
commercial, and industrial facilities.

As described in the Final PEIR, the 2007 Antelope Valley Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan (IRWMP) identifies an existing and projected water supply shortfall for the
area (IRWMP, 2007). The existing shortfall is expected to be offset by groundwater extraction,
imported water, and recycled water. The proposed project would help to reduce the future
regional demands for imported water and would augment local water supplies.

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 1-3 ESA /209362
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1. Purpose and Need

1.6 Project Objectives

The objectives of Phase 2 are the same as the Regional Recycled Water Project (Final PEIR,
page 2-2):

e Provide recycled water conveyance backbone infrastructure sufficient to accommodate
planned regional recycled water demands;

e Integrate regional recycled water production, distribution, and re-use capabilities in the
Antelope Valley;

e Provide conveyance, storage, and pumping capacity sufficient to accommodate peak
future demands;

e Reduce the region’s dependency on imported water;
e Augment local water supplies;

e Promote the State’s policies for beneficial reuse of recycled water to replace potable
water where possible.

References

Antelope Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP), 2007

Environmental Science Associates (ESA), Final Program Environmental Impact Report for North
Los Angeles/Kern County Regional Recycled Water Project. Prepared for Los Angeles
County Waterworks district 40, Antelope Valley. November, 2008.

Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, Draft North Los Angeles/Kern County
Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2, Design Strategy Report, September 27, 2010

USEPA Publication No. 315-K-08-001, 2008
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

CHAPTER 2

Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.1 Description of Proposed Action

The Phase 2 components are identified in Figure 2 and are described in detail below. The Phase 2
components include the recycled water conveyance pipelines, a pump station, and one recycled
water storage tank. In general, adjacent land uses are undeveloped parcels that contain desert
vegetation typical of the western Mojave Desert, which includes creosote and desert shrubs. The
proposed pipeline would be constructed primarily within roadway ROWs and would pass through
undeveloped desert, residential and commercial areas, alongside a golf course, and along and
across Amargosa Creek. The proposed pump station would be located at the PWRP, which as of
December 2011 the treatment facility was upgraded to produce tertiary-treated recycled water.
The proposed steel recycled water storage tank would be located within a County-owned parcel,
which currently contains a potable water storage tank. The proposed tank site is adjacent to
commercial uses to the north and residential land uses to the east, and is also adjacent to the
Antelope Valley Freeway (State Route 14).

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 2-1 ESA /209362
ISIMND/EA February 2014
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.1.1 Pipelines

The proposed Phase 2 recycled water pipelines would connect to the PWRP and would provide
the backbone for distribution of recycled water throughout the City of Palmdale. Once Phase 2 is
constructed, this portion of the Regional Recycled Water Project distribution system would be
operational. The pipelines would eventually connect at the intersection of Avenue M and Sierra
Highway to future recycled water pipelines to be built by the City of Lancaster. Phase 2 would
include approximately 41,710 linear feet of 24-inch diameter steel pipe and 4,855 linear feet of
16-inch diameter steel pipe. The pipes would be colored purple or installed with purple warning
identification tape, in accordance with the California Health and Safety Code requirements for
recycled water pipelines (Division 104, Part 12, Chapter 5, Article 2, Section 116815). All
pipelines would be aligned within the public ROW of City and County streets, within the City of
Palmdale’s Amargosa Creek drainage easement, on property owned by LACWWDA40, City of
Palmdale, or LACSD, or within easements owned or to be acquired by LACWWDA40 (see Figure
2). Air-relief valves and blow-off valves would be installed at peak elevations and low elevations,
respectively, and as needed between valves to accommodate pipeline dewatering or system
charging. The valves would typically be installed within sidewalk ROWs.

The Amargosa Reach of the pipeline would include a segment to be built along the unpaved
utility road that runs adjacent to Amargosa Creek within the City’s drainage easement. From
Avenue O, the pipeline would head south along the east bank of the creek, running between the
creek and the Antelope Valley Country Club. South of the country club, the pipeline would cross
the creek and continue south along the west bank before ending at the steel storage tank site
(Figure 2). The pipe would be contained within a concrete encasement for protection at creek
crossings (Figure 3).

2.1.2 Storage Tank

Phase 2 includes the construction of a new recycled water storage tank, which would be located
on a parcel owned by LACWWDA0, adjacent to the Antelope Valley Freeway (see Figure 3). The
storage tank would have a 3.0 million gallon (MG) capacity. Outside security lighting and
security fencing and block wall would be installed around the storage tank.

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 2-3 ESA /209362
ISIMND/EA February 2014
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.1.3 Pump Station

Phase 2 includes a new pump station located at the PWRP (see Figure 4). The proposed pump
station would pump recycled water from the PWRP through the backbone system pipelines to the
storage tank. The pump station would have a capacity of 9,200 gallons per minute (gpm) (850
HP) and a construction footprint of approximately 1,200 square feet. Outside security lighting
would be installed at the pump station. The pump station would have stand-by capabilities in the
event that a pump must be taken off-line. All new facilities to be installed at the PWRP would be
accessible from the main entrance gate.

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 2-5 ESA /209362
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.1.4 Recycled Water End Use

Identified in the Antelope Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, Regional
Recycled Water Project facilities would distribute recycled water from the PWRP, LWRP, and
RWWTP throughout the Antelope Valley for beneficial use by various categories of end users in
accordance with Title 22 of the CCR. These non-potable end uses are described in detail in the
Final PEIR (ESA, 2008) and include M&l, agricultural irrigation, cooling water for power plants,
and groundwater recharge.

M&I applications of recycled water have been evaluated at the project level in the Final PEIR
(see Table 1-2 in Chapter 1 of the Final PEIR). The application of recycled water for agricultural
irrigation, industrial cooling (i.e. power plant cooling) and groundwater recharge has been
evaluated at the program level in the Final PEIR. Additional environmental review and
documentation would be required prior to implementation of agricultural reuse projects or
groundwater recharge reuse projects (GRRPs). The proposed Phase 2 pipelines would include a
lateral to serve the future Palmdale Hybrid Power Plant (PHPP). Construction and operation of
the PHPP requires independent environmental review pursuant to CEQA. This industrial cooling
end use would be thoroughly evaluated at the project level in any subsequent CEQA
documentation produced for the PHPP or other future power plants.

Distribution pipelines would be required to connect all end users to the Regional Recycled Water
Project backbone system. As described in the Final PEIR, these transmission pipelines are not
included as part of the Regional Recycled Water Project and will be subject to subsequent
approvals and environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

2.2 Project Construction Schedule

Construction of Phase 2 would begin in Spring 2015 and end approximately Spring 2017, for a
total of 2 years. Pipeline installation would be ongoing for the duration of construction. The
construction of the pump station would take approximately nine months and the construction of
the storage tank would take approximately six months.

2.3 Construction Detalils

2.3.1 Pipelines

Construction of the proposed recycled water pipelines would involve trenching using a
conventional cut and cover technique, and jacking and boring where necessary. No dewatering
would be required. The trenching technique would include saw cutting of the pavement where
applicable, trench excavation, pipe installation, backfill operations, and re-surfacing to the original
condition. The trench would be five to seven feet deep and four to five feet wide. The pipeline
would be installed a minimum of four feet below ground surface (bgs). The construction corridor
would be approximately 20 feet wide to allow for traffic control, staging areas and vehicle access.
Construction staging areas would be identified by the contractor for pipe lay-down, soil stockpiling,
and equipment storage. On average, 50 to 100 feet of pipeline may be installed per day.

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 2-7 ESA /209362
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

Trenches would be temporarily closed at the end of each work day, by covering with steel trench
plates and installing barricades to restrict access to staging areas. The construction equipment
needed for pipeline installation includes: backhoe, excavator, bracing, welding equipment, boom
lift truck, steam roller, plate compactor. Approximately six to seven workers per day would be
required for pipeline installation. Approximately 930,000 to 974,000 cubic feet of soil excavated
during pipeline construction would require offsite disposal. When feasible native soils will be
retained to use as bedding and backfill and will be disposed of offsite. Approximately 2,200 cubic
feet of concrete would be required for the encasement to cross the Amargosa Creek.

Jack and bore tunneling is used when trenching is not feasible because the ground surface cannot
be disturbed, such as under railroad lines. For Phase 2 construction, jack and bore methods would
be used to install the pipeline across the Metrolink/Union Pacific Railroad tracks near

Avenue O-8 and just south of Avenue M (see Figure 2). This tunneling method employs a
horizontal boring machine or an auger that is advanced in a tunnel bore to remove material ahead
of the pipe. Temporary bore pits and receiving pits are excavated on either side of the segment.
Powerful hydraulic jacks are used to push a steel casing pipe from a launch (bore) pit to a
receiving pit. As the tunneling machine is driven forward, a jacking pipe is added into the pipe
string. After installment of the casing pipe, a smaller carrier pipe is inserted into the casing pipe.
The carrier pipe would convey the recycled water. A jacking pit typically measures as little as

10 feet by five feet up to approximately 30 feet by 10 feet. The temporary pits typically would be
excavated to a depth of five to 20 feet, as needed. Recycled water pipeline installation by this
method would require approximately one to two weeks per crossing; excavated soils would be
retained for backfill.

Traffic control would be necessary during pipeline construction within streets, but complete road
closures are not anticipated. The Traffic Control Plan for the project would conform to traffic
control standards established by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the City
of Palmdale, and the City of Lancaster. Up to two or three workers would be required for traffic
control during pipeline installation. Equipment necessary for traffic control includes changeable
message signs, delineators, arrow boards, and K-Rails. The Traffic Control Plan for the project
would be coordinated with both the City of Palmdale and City of Lancaster as applicable.

2.3.2 Pump Station

The pump station would be housed in a single-story building with a pump room and an electric
control room. The pump station exterior would be built in accordance with standard construction
methods for roofed masonry buildings, including steel reinforced (tied) concrete foundations and
masonry walls. Construction of the pump station would involve installation of piping and
electrical equipment, excavation and structural foundation installation, pump house construction,
pump and motor installation, and final site restoration. The pump station would have flow meters,
suction and discharge pressure gauges, and remote telemetry units. Power to the pump station
would be provided through underground service to minimize possibility of damage during fires.

The construction equipment needed for pump station installation includes: auger truck, backhoe,
boom lift truck, excavator, plate compactor, and scaffolding. Approximately three to six workers
would be required at a time during various phases of pump station construction, with the

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 2-8 ESA /209362
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

exception of the masonry phase, which would require up to 12 workers. A footprint of
approximately 1,200 square feet would be excavated to a depth of five feet for the pump station.
Approximately 10,000 cubic feet of soil would be excavated and would require offsite disposal
for the pump station. Approximately 4,000 cubic feet of concrete would be required for the pump
station. No dewatering would be required.

2.3.3 Storage Tank

Construction of the new storage tank would include site preparation and clearing, excavation,
grading, tank erection and painting, and site restoration. The storage tank would be constructed of
prefabricated 8-foot-high steel rings, stacked and welded to the desired height.

The construction equipment needed for tank installation includes: cranes, flatbed trucks for
panels, heavy duty welding machines, excavators, scrapers, rollers, pre-stressing equipment and
backhoes for foundation, and painting equipment. There would be nominal dewatering.
Approximately 106,500 cubic feet of soil would be removed during excavation for the storage
tank and approximately 55,000 cubic feet would require offsite disposal.

2.3.4 Construction Staging Plan

During construction of the pump station and storage tank, staging areas and vehicle parking areas
would be located within the boundaries of each site. A temporary trailer would be placed onsite
as an office for necessary staffing. Per the Standard Specifications for Public Works
Construction, Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented to mitigate pollution of
areas outside of the surrounding site barriers.

Pipeline construction would occur mostly within public ROW of City and County streets. A
temporary office would be placed at one of the aforementioned sites. Alternatively, the
construction contractor may place a temporary office on the properties of nearby establishments.
Site selection would depend on practicality and availability. Construction parking would vary
with progress along the linear pipeline corridor. During construction, the contractor would
acquire easements from surrounding establishments for temporary parking. Traffic control
devices would be incorporated into the design plans to ensure smooth traffic flow during
construction. A detailed staging plan would be prepared once the project design begins. There are
six hundred acres available for staging at the Palmdale Hybrid Power Plant Project property near
Avenue M and Challenger Way.

2.4 Operation and Maintenance Details

As described in the Final PEIR, the proposed recycled water backbone distribution system must
be operated as a regional system to ensure sufficient volumes and pressures are maintained
throughout the entire system (see Final PEIR, page 2-20 to 2-21). The backbone system would be
owned and operated by a combination of one or more of the partner agencies listed previously or
a Joint Powers Authority (JPA). Recycled water for the Regional System would be purchased
from LACSD Nos. 14 and 20 and the RCSD. Operational agreements stipulating use restrictions
and commitments would be established by local water agencies with end users for each end use.

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 2-9 ESA /209362
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

The following staff is required to operate the system: engineering; electro-mechanics; qualified
operators; meter readers; laborers; heavy equipment operators; billing; customer service.

Maintenance inspection of pump station electrical equipment would occur weekly, with other
inspections and testing occurring routinely. The storage tank would be serviced once a week, with
structural inspections on a quarterly basis. The pipelines would be largely underground and
serviced on an as-need basis, with annual inspections and testing of various components.

2.4.1 Energy Consumption

The 9,200-gpm pump station would consume 905,686 kW/hr at completion in 2012, and an
estimated 18,113,720 kW/hr in 2030.

2.5 Alternatives

In accordance with NEPA Section 102(1)(E) and the CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA
(40 CFR Section 1508.9), an EA need only analyze the proposed action and may proceed without
consideration of additional alternatives when there are no “unresolved conflicts concerning
alternative uses of available resources.” There are no unresolved conflicts concerning alternative
uses of available resources for the proposed action. Phase 2 of the Regional Recycled Water
Project would facilitate the beneficial use of recycled water resources in the Antelope Valley.

As required by the CEQ regulations (NEPA), this ISSMND/EA evaluates the No Project
Alternative in addition to the proposed project. Other alternatives to the proposed project have
been considered but eliminated from further discussion for reasons described below.

2.5.1 Project Alternatives

Location Alternatives

As described in the Final PEIR for the Regional Recycled Water Project (2008), alternative
alignments for the pipelines and alternative locations for the storage reservoirs and pump stations
were considered during the preliminary design phase of the project. The screening criteria
considered during preliminary design of the recycled water pipelines included (1) minimizing the
distance between the water reclamation plants; (2) minimizing the distance between the recycled
water pipelines and the identified end users; (3) optimizing existing utility easement corridors;
and (4) optimizing the use of existing recycled water pipes and routes. The locations of storage
reservoirs are based on the pipeline alignments and elevations. Alternative locations for project
components, including Phase 2 components, have been eliminated from further consideration.

Non-Integrated System Alternative

Instead of implementing the proposed project, LACWWD40, PWD, QHWD, and RCSD
considered a non-integrated system as a project alternative, whereby each agency would design,
construct, and operate their own recycled water system. This Non-Integrated System Alternative
would result in four separate recycled water systems in the Antelope Valley instead of one
integrated regional system. LACWWD40 would construct recycled water pipelines, pump

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 2-10 ESA /209362
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

stations, and storage reservoirs within its service area. LACWWDA40 would contract
independently with LACSD No. 14, LACSD No. 20, and RCSD to purchase recycled water for
the end users in its service area. As described in the Final PEIR (2008) for the Regional Recycled
Water Project, this alternative was rejected because it would not meet all the of project objectives
and would hinder regional plans, such as the Antelope Valley Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan, to use recycled water to meet water demands in the region. In addition, this
alternative could have a greater footprint than the proposed project and result in greater physical
environmental effects as a result.

2.5.2 No-Action Alternative

An environmental analysis of the No Action Alternative is required by the CEQ regulations
(NEPA) to serve as a benchmark against which the proposed project can be evaluated. Under the
No-Action Alternative, the proposed project would not be implemented. There would be no new
recycled water backbone facilities associated with the Regional Recycled Water Project in the
City of Palmdale. The No Action Alternative would not provide facilities to accommodate
regional recycled water demand or integrate regional recycled water facilities in the Antelope
Valley. The No Action Alternative would not reduce the region’s dependency on imported water,
augment local water supplies, or promote beneficial use of recycled water to offset potable water
use. The No Action Alternative would result in the fewest direct natural environmental effects of
available alternatives, because no physical changes to the environment within the area of potential
impact would result.

2.6 Project Approvals

LACWWNDA40 intends to use this ISSMND/EA to consider implementation of Phase 2. As CEQA
Lead Agency, LACWWD40 may use this IS'MND/EA to approve the proposed project. As the
NEPA Lead Agency, the EPA may use this ISSMND/EA to approve the proposed project.
LACWWNDA40 would use the analysis contained within this ISSMND/EA to support the
acquisition of regulatory permits or approvals, such as the following:

e California Department of Fish and Game: Streambed Alteration Agreement (Amargosa

Creek) Regional Water Quality Control Board: WRR/Master Reclamation Permit for
water reuse

e Los Angeles County Department of Public Health: Approval to operate recycled water
system (obtain amendment to Los Angeles County Sanitation District’s Master Permit)

e Los Angeles County Department of Public Works: Roadway Encroachment
Permit/Traffic Control Plan for south side of Avenue P.

e Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts: Easements at PWRP
e Metrolink/Union Pacific Railroad: Encroachment Permit / Easement

o City of Lancaster: Roadway Encroachment Permit / Easement, Traffic Control Plan for
impacts on the north side of Avenue M.

¢ City of Palmdale: Roadway Encroachment Permit / Easement, Traffic Control Plan,
Amargosa Channel Drainage Easement

e Antelope Valley Country Club: Easement

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 2-11 ESA /209362
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

e Regional Water Quality Control Board: Water Discharge Report

References

Antelope Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP), 2007

Environmental Science Associates (ESA), Final Program Environmental Impact Report for North
Los Angeles/Kern County Regional Recycled Water Project. Prepared for Los Angeles
County Waterworks district 40, Antelope Valley. November, 2008.

Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, Draft North Los Angeles/Kern County
Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2, Design Strategy Report, September 27, 2010

USEPA Publication No. 315-K-08-001, 2008
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CHAPTER 3

Affected Environment and Environmental

Consequences

Environmental Checklist

1. Project Title:

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:

4. Project Location:

5. Project Sponsor’'s Name and Address:

6. General Plan Designation(s):

7. Zoning Designation(s):

Phase 2 of the North Los Angeles/Kern County
Regional Recycled Water Project.

Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40
900 S. Fremont Ave

Alhambra, CA 91803

Heather Savanapridi, 626-300-3324
City of Palmdale

N/A

Public Facility (SP)

Regional Commercial (RC)

Public Facility (PF)
Prezone Public Facility (PF PZ)

8. Description of Project:  Please refer to the Description of Proposed Action provided in

Chapter 2.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: Please refer to the Description of Proposed Action

provided in Chapter 2.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required:

e Regional Water Quality Control Board: WRR/Master Reclamation Permit for water reuse

e California Department of Fish and Game: Streambed Alteration Agreement (Amargosa
Creek)

e Los Angeles County Department of Public Health: Approval to operate recycled water
system (obtain amendment to Los Angeles County Sanitation District’s Master Permit)
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e Metrolink/Union Pacific Railroad: Encroachment Permit / Easement
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e City of Lancaster: Roadway Encroachment Permit / Easement, Traffic Control Plan

e City of Palmdale: Roadway Encroachment Permit / Easement, Traffic Control Plan,
Amargosa Channel Drainage Easement

e Los Angeles County Sanitation District: Easements at PWRP
e Los Angeles County Department of Public Works: Roadway Encroachment Permit
o Antelope Valley Country Club: Easement

e Other public agencies whose approval is required
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.

|X| Aesthetics |:| Agriculture and Forestry Resources |X| Air Quality

|X| Biological Resources |X| Cultural Resources |X| Geology, Soils and Seismicity

|:| Greenhouse Gas Emissions |X| Hazards and Hazardous Materials |X| Hydrology and Water Quality

|Z Land Use and Land Use Planning |:| Mineral Resources |E Noise

|:| Population and Housing |:| Public Services |:| Recreation

|X| Transportation and Traffic |X| Utilities and Service Systems |X| Mandatory Findings of Significance

NEPA Environmental Cross-Cutters

Environmental cross-cutters are federal statues, executive orders, or regulations that address the
federal responsibility for protecting and conserving specific environmental resources. Federal
agencies such as the USEPA are required to consider the impacts of their actions on cross-cutter
resources and documented as part of the decision-making process.

The proposed project and the No Action Alternative would have no impact on the following
cross-cutter resources.

1) Coastal Barrier Resources. The proposed action would not be located within the Coastal
Barrier Resources System, which is protected under the Coastal Barriers Resource Act (16 U.S.C.
883501-3510).

2) Coastal Zones. The proposed action would not be located in the coastal zone as defined by the
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. §§1451-1466)

3) Wild and Scenic Rivers. The proposed action would not affect any wild and scenic river,
or adjacent lands, as designated under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 8§1271-
1287).

4) Essential Fish Habitat. The Pacific Fishery Management Council has not designated any
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in the vicinity of the proposed action, as required by the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 881801-1891), as amended by the
Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996.

The effect of the proposed project on the following cross-cutter resources are addressed in this
document:

e Environmental Justice (Executive Order (EO) 12898)

e Historic Resources: National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. §8470-470x-6),
Archeological and Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 8469a-1)

o Wetlands (EO 11990 as amended by EO 12608)
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Clean Water Act, Section 404

Flood Plain Management (EO 11988 as amended by EO 12148)
Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 U.S.C. §84201-4209)
Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. §81531-1599)

Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §87506(c)

Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. §§300f-300j-26)

CEQA DETERMINATION:
On the basis of this initial study:

]

X

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect
1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required.

Signature Date

Printed Name For
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3.1 Aesthetics

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
1. AESTHETICS — Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] ] X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, ] ] ] X
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or ] ] X ]
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare ] X ] ]
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area?
Discussion
a) No Impact. Construction of the proposed recycled water pipelines, pump station, and

storage tank would result in short-term impacts to aesthetics due to the presence of
construction equipment and materials in the visual landscape. However, these project
components are not located within a scenic vista as viewed from scenic highways
designated in the Palmdale General Plan (City of Palmdale, 1993). Therefore, no impacts
would occur to scenic vistas due to construction of these project components. In addition,
once constructed, the pipelines would be belowground and would have no impacts to
scenic vistas. The pump station located at the PWRP would be located at the site of an
existing treatment plant with industrial buildings of similar height and character. The
recycled water tank would be located on a parcel that is adjacent to Highway 14 and
currently contains a water storage tank. As a result, the construction and operation of the
proposed pump station and storage tank would not impact scenic vistas.

b) No Impact. The project area does not include any eligible or officially designated Scenic
Highways as designated by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
(Caltrans, 2010). Therefore, the proposed project would not impact scenic resources
within a state scenic highway corridor. The proposed project would not substantially
damage scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings.

C) Less Than Significant. Construction of the proposed recycled water pipelines, pump
station, and storage tank would result in short-term impacts to aesthetic resources.
Construction activities would require the use of heavy equipment and storage of materials
on-site. During construction, excavated areas, stockpiled soils, and other materials at the
construction site and staging areas would constitute negative aesthetic elements in the
visual landscape. However these effects would be temporary during project construction
and would not significantly impact the long-term visual character of the area.

Operation of the proposed pump station at the existing PWRP would change the existing
visual character of the site. The proposed pump would be located in a corner of the
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PWRP facility that generally has been characterized by vacant land adjacent to a wash.
However, the PWRP is currently undergoing construction to expand the treatment
capacity of the PWRP. The potential location for the proposed pump station is currently
being used as a construction staging and operations area for the PWRP expansion. In
addition, the implementation of the pump station would be a like use and therefore would
not result in a significant change in the visual character of the site.

The proposed recycled water tank would be of similar size and character as the existing
potable water tank already onsite. The presence of these facilities would not be
considered a substantial alteration of the visual character of the site. The impact would be
less than significant.

d) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. New exterior lighting would be installed around
the proposed pump station and storage tank. Exterior lighting could adversely affect day
and nighttime views by introducing a new source of light and glare. Implementation of
the Mitigation Measure AES-1 would reduce potentially significant lighting impacts to a
less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure

AES-1: The exterior lighting installed around the storage tank and pump station
shall be of a minimum standard required to ensure safe visibility. Lighting shall be
shielded and directed downward, away from neighboring land uses to minimize
impacts of light and glare.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
development or improvements would occur. Under the No Action Alternative, any environmental
impacts that would result due to the proposed project would be avoided. The No Action
Alternative would have no short-term or long-term impacts to visual or aesthetic resources. In
addition, the No Action Alternative would not create an adverse aesthetic impact during
construction nor introduce additional sources of light or glare to the project area.

References

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2010. California Scenic Highway Mapping
System, Officially Designated State Scenic Highways and Historic Parkways.
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm, Accessed December

2011

City of Palmdale. 1993. Environmental Resources Element of the City of Palmdale’s General
Plan
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3.2 Agricultural and Forest Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES —
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board.

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or ] ] ] X
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

[
[
[
X

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning ] ] ] X
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(qg)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

[
[
[
X

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment ] ] ] X
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Discussion

a,b) No Impact. According to the maps prepared for the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program (FMMP) of the California Department of Conservation, none of the proposed
project components include agricultural resources. The project sites are not designated as
Prime, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unigque or Important Farmland (FMMP,
2010). No part of the proposed project is located on land under a Williamson Act
contract. Additionally, none of the project components would directly affect land that is
zoned for agricultural uses by the City of Palmdale or the County of Los Angeles.
Therefore, there would be no direct impact on agricultural land use designations and no
conversion of farmland to non-agriculture uses.

Primary customers for the LACWWDA40 are municipal and industrial land uses.
However, the proposed project would provide some recycled water to existing
agricultural customers to offset existing potable water sources that are used for irrigation
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of existing agricultural lands. The proposed project would not result in the expansion of
agricultural production in the region.

The Facilities Plans for the PWRP and LWRP include agricultural effluent management
sites for application of recycled water produced at both reclamation plants (Final PEIR,
2008). The environmental effects of using recycled water for agricultural irrigation at
these effluent management sites have been evaluated pursuant to CEQA in previous
environmental documents. The Regional Recycled Water Project, and thus the proposed
project, does not include these agricultural effluent management areas.

c,d) No Impact. The California Public Resources Code defines “forest land” under section
12220(g) as land that can support 10-percent native tree cover of any species, including
hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or more
forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water
quality, recreation, and other public benefits. The California Public Resources Code
defines “timberland” as land, other than land owned by the federal government and land
designated by the board as experimental forest land, which is available for, and capable
of, growing a crop of trees of any commercial species used to produce lumber and other
forest products, including Christmas trees. The California Government Code defines
“timberland production zone” under section 51104(g) as an area which has been zoned
pursuant to Sections 51112 or 51113 and is devoted to and used for growing and
harvesting timber, or for growing and harvesting timber and compatible uses, as defined
in subdivision (h) of the Government Code 51104.

There is no forest land in the vicinity of the proposed project. The City of Palmdale
Zoning Ordinance has no zoning categories related to forest land or timberland. Thus,
there is no land in the vicinity of the project site that is zoned as forest land, timberland,
or timberland zoned for timberland production. Therefore, there would be no impacts
regarding the rezoning of forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned for timberland
production. There also would be no impacts regarding the loss or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use.

e) No Impact. As mentioned above, no portion of the project site is designated as Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or forest land.
Therefore, there would be no direct conversion of farmland or forest land. Further, none
of the areas immediately adjacent to the project site are designated as farmland. There
would be no impact.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
development or improvements would occur. The No Action Alternative would have no short-term
or long term impacts to agricultural resources or the conversion of farmland since no
development would occur. The No Action Alternative would not avoid any impacts to
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agricultural or forestry resources because the proposed project would have no impacts to these
resources.

References

California Department of Conservation. 2008. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program,
Los Angeles County Important Farmland 2008. Available online:
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2010/10s10.pdf (January 2012)
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3.3 Air Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

3. AIRQUALITY —
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] X ] ]
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute ] ] X ]
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

¢) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of ] ] X ]

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
0zone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant |:| |:| |Z| |:|
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial ] ] X ]
number of people?

Discussion

a) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project is located in the Antelope

Valley Air Basin (Basin). The Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District
(AVAQMD) is the regional agency responsible for regulating air quality in the Basin.
The AVAQMD has adopted an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for determination of
the significance of a project's contribution to local or regional pollutant concentrations. The
proposed project would conflict with the AQMP if it would result in an increase in the
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to new
violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission
reductions specified in the AQMP. In addition, the Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP)
for the Basin established a program of rules and regulations directed at attainment of state
and national air quality standards.

The AQMP identifies construction activities as factors contributing to overall emissions
sources and provides source control measures to reduce this contribution. The proposed
project would not result in emissions that would exceed AVAQMD significance
thresholds during the short-term duration of construction. (See question (b) below).
Nonetheless, the proposed project would be required to comply with the rules established
by AVAQMD to reduce construction emissions, including fugitive dust control measures
and vehicle maintenance measures.
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Conformance with the AQAP is determined by demonstrating compliance with local land
use plans and/or population projections, meeting the land use designation set forth in the
local General Plan, and comparing assumed emissions in the AQAP to proposed
emissions. The proposed project is limited to the provision of water supply infrastructure,
as opposed to housing and commercial development that would directly affect the
number of residents or employees within the area. The proposed project would not
directly contribute to the creation of additional housing or jobs within the Antelope
Valley and thus would not result in population growth. The proposed project is not
intended to increase agricultural irrigation or production and would not result in job
growth in the agricultural sector. As the current AQAP is based on land uses, population
estimates, and employment projections set forth in the applicable General Plan,
implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with the current AQAP.
Therefore, impacts related to conflicts with applicable air quality plans would be less than
significant. Nevertheless, Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 to AQ-6 would
ensure that project construction would not violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

Mitigation Measures

AQ-1: LACWWNDA40 shall include in contractor specifications the implementation
of a fugitive dust control program pursuant to the provisions of AVAQMD Rule
403.

AQ-2: All construction equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications.

AQ-3: General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as
to minimize exhaust emissions. During construction, trucks and vehicles in loading
and unloading queues shall turn their engines off when not in use to reduce vehicle
emissions. Construction emissions shall be phased and scheduled to avoid
emissions peaks and discontinued during second-stage smog alerts.

AQ-4: Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or gasoline-
powered generators shall be used to the extent feasible.

AQ-5: All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five
minutes, both on- and off-site.

AQ-6: LACWWNDA40 shall utilize coatings and solvents that are consistent with
applicable AVAQMD or Kern County Air Pollution Control District rules and
regulations.

b) Less Than Significant.

Construction Emissions

Construction of individual project components involving development of new facilities
and/or disturbance of land would generate substantial amounts of dust (including PMy)
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primarily from “fugitive” sources (i.e., emissions released through means other than
through a stack or tailpipe) and lesser amounts of criteria air pollutants primarily from
operation of heavy equipment construction machinery (mostly diesel operated) and
construction worker commute trips. Construction activities would also generate
evaporative emissions of (reactive organic gases) ROG from asphalt paving and the use
of architectural coatings on structures.

Construction of the proposed project would involve site preparation and clearing,
excavation, paving, and construction. Proposed project construction activities would emit
criteria pollutants (primarily ozone precursors such as ROG and nitrogen oxides (NOX))
as a result of using heavy-duty construction equipment that is mostly diesel operated. Mobile
source emissions would also be produced from construction worker vehicle trips to and
from the project site. In addition, fugitive dust emissions would be generated from site
preparation and excavation activities and vehicle travel on paved and unpaved surfaces.
Fugitive dust emissions are released through means other than through a stack or tailpipe,
such as ground disturbance.

Construction equipment exhaust also would include some PMj, and PM, s emissions.
PMyo and PM, 5 consist of particulate matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter and
2.5 microns or less in diameter, respectively. A micron is one-millionth of a meter. PMy,
and PM, s emissions from construction would vary greatly from day to day depending on
the level of activity, the equipment being operated, silt content of the soil, and the
prevailing weather. Larger-diameter dust particles (i.e., greater than 30 microns)
generally fall out of the atmosphere within several hundred feet of construction sites,
and represent more of a soiling nuisance than a health hazard. Smaller-diameter particles
(e.g., PMyg and PM, ) are associated with adverse health effects and generally remain
airborne until removed from the atmosphere by moisture. Therefore, unmitigated
construction dust emissions could result in significant local effects.

Criteria pollutant emissions of ROG ,NOx, and carbon monoxide (CO) from construction
equipment and construction worker vehicle trips would incrementally add to regional
atmospheric loading of ozone precursors during the construction period.

The proposed project has been analyzed using URBEMIS 2007 version 9.2.4 to determine the
emissions of criteria pollutants that would result during project construction. The results of the
analysis are summarized in Table 3-1 and are compared to the AVAQMD thresholds of
significance for each air pollutant.

As depicted in Table 3-1, the estimated emissions of ROG, NOx, CO, SOx, PMy,, and
PM s from project construction would not exceed AVAQMD thresholds of significance.
Furthermore this project would be subject to AVAQMD Rule 403 that mandates the
implementation of dust control measures that would further reduce project construction
emissions.
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TABLE 3-1
UNMITIGATED EMISSIONS FROM CONSTRUCTION
(tons per year)?

Project Component ROG NOx CcO SOx PMyq PM_s CO,e
Year 2012
Pipeline 0.12 0.88 0.57 0.00 0.05 0.05 101.38
Storage Tank 0.13 1.25 0.61 0.00 4.94 1.07 176.56
Pump Station 0.07 0.57 0.28 0.00 4.87 1.03 80.12
Total 2012 0.32 2.70 1.46 0.00 9.86 2.15 358.06
AVAQMD Thresholds of 25 25 100 25 15 15 100,000
Significance
Significant (Yes or No)? No No No No No No No
Year 2013
Pipeline 0.74 5.25 3.58 0.00 0.33 0.30 645.37
Storage Tank 0.51 0.47 0.32 0.00 0.51 0.13 61.45
Pump Station 0.17 1.33 0.62 0.00 0.06 0.06 186.51
Total 2013 1.42 7.05 4.52 0.00 0.90 0.49 893.33
AVAQMD Thresholds of 25 25 100 25 15 15 100,000
Significance
Significant (Yes or No)? No No No No No No No
Year 2014
Pipeline 0.59 411 2.94 0.00 0.25 0.23 539.04
AVAQMD Thresholds of 25 25 100 25 25 NA NA
Significance
Significant (Yes or No)? No No No No No No No

a Project construction emissions estimates were made using URBEMIS2007, version 9.2. 4.
Values in bold are in excess of the applicable AVAQMD significance threshold. NA = Not Available.

SOURCE: ESA, 2011.

With regards to emissions of hydrogen sulfide and lead, which are two criteria pollutants
that the AVAQMD has established emissions thresholds for, the project would not emit
these pollutants during construction. Hydrogen sulfide is a colorless, flammable gas that
is often produced by the breakdown of waste material, while lead is a metal that is
generated predominantly today by industrial processes that are primarily associated with
metals processing, such as smelters. The construction equipment used for construction of
the proposed project would not result in the release of these pollutants into the
atmosphere. Overall, air quality impacts during construction would be less than
significant.

Operational Emissions

Maintenance inspection of pump station electrical equipment would occur weekly, with
other inspections and testing occurring routinely. The storage tanks would be serviced
once a week, with structural inspections on a quarterly basis. The pipelines would be
largely underground and serviced on an as-need basis, with annual inspections and testing
of various components. The vehicle trips associated with maintenance and inspections
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would be minimal and would not generate emissions that would trigger an exceedance of
the AVAQMD significance thresholds.

Additionally, as stated in Chapter 2, the 9200-gpm pump station would consume 905,686
kW/hr at completion in 2012 and an estimated 18,113,720 kW/hr in 2030. The electrical
requirements for operating the pump station are due to pumps, motors and a small HVAC
system. The pump station does not require a generator, and thus its operation would not
involve the combustion of fuels that would result in exhaust emissions of criteria
pollutants. The only operational emissions that would occur during project operation
would be those associated with periodic vehicle trips for maintenance and inspections as
described above. These emissions would be minimal. Operational emissions associated
with the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on air quality.

C) Less Than Significant. The Basin is in nonattainment for federal and state ozone
standards and state PM, standards (CARB, 2011). As described above, the emissions of
pollutants associated with construction the proposed project, including ozone precursors
and PMyo, would not exceed AVAQMD thresholds of significance, and therefore are not
expected to be cumulatively considerable. Emissions associated with operation of the
proposed project are negligible and also are not expected to contribute to cumulatively
considerable air quality impacts. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(4), the mere
existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not
constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects are
cumulatively considerable. Development of the proposed project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant, and would be less than
significant.

d) Less Than Significant. Some population groups, such as children and the elderly, are
considered more sensitive to air pollution than others. The project would be constructed
near residential areas. The nearest sensitive receptors to pipeline construction are single
family residences north and south of Avenue O at approximately 70 feet away from the
pipeline alignment and approximately 90 feet from Just Plane Kids on Avenue P. The
nearest sensitive receptors to storage tank construction are the single family residences
east of the storage tank at approximately 585 feet. The nearest sensitive receptor to pump
station construction is the Just Plane Kids School, located approximately 2,910 feet
northwest at 2555 East Avenue P.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

Ambient carbon monoxide concentrations normally are considered a local effect and
typically correspond closely to the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic.
Wind speed and atmospheric mixing also influence carbon monoxide concentrations.
Under inversion conditions, carbon monoxide concentrations may be distributed more
uniformly over an area that may extend some distance from vehicular sources.
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Carbon monoxide concentrations have declined dramatically in California due to existing
controls and programs. Most areas of the state including the proposed project region have
no problem meeting the carbon monoxide state and federal standards. CO measurements
and modeling were important in the early 1980’s when CO levels were regularly
exceeded throughout California. In more recent years, CO measurements and modeling
have not been a priority in most California air districts due to the retirement of older
polluting vehicles, less emissions from new vehicles and improvements in fuels. The
clear success in reducing CO levels is evident in the first paragraph of the executive
summary of the California Air Resources Board 2004 Revision to the California State
Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide Updated Maintenance Plan for Ten Federal
Planning Areas (CARB, 2004), shown below:

“The dramatic reduction in carbon monoxide (CO) levels across California is
one of the biggest success stories in air pollution control. Air Resources Board
(CARB or Board) requirements for cleaner vehicles, equipment and fuels have
cut peak CO levels in half since 1980, despite growth. All areas of the State
designated as non-attainment for the federal 8-hour CO standard in 1991 now
attain the standard, including the Los Angeles urbanized area. Even the Calexico
area of Imperial County on the congested Mexican border had no violations of
the federal CO standard in 2003. Only the South Coast and Calexico continue to
violate the more protective State 8-hour CO standard, with declining levels
beginning to approach that standard.”

Due to the short duration of construction (12 months), the pipeline construction linear
progression rate of 50 to 100 feet per day near sensitive receptors, and distances between
storage tank and pump station construction sites to sensitive receptors (585 feet and 2,910
feet respectively), project construction would not emit CO in quantities that could pose
health concerns. In addition, as shown in Table 3-1, CO emissions associated with project
construction would not exceed AVAQMD thresholds of significance.

Total vehicle trips associated with operation of the proposed project would be minimal.
Due to the small amount of vehicle trips, the effect of project-related traffic on local CO
concentrations along roadways and at intersections would be negligible. Thus, mobile-
source emissions of CO would not be anticipated to result in or contribute substantially to
an air quality violation. The short-term construction and long-term operational impacts of
project-related CO emissions on sensitive receptors would be less-than-significant.

Toxic Air Contaminants

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has declared that Diesel Particulate Matter
(DPM) from diesel engine exhaust is a toxic air contaminant (TAC). Construction of the
project would result in short-term exhaust DPM from on-site heavy-duty equipment.
Project construction would generate DPM emissions from the use of off-road diesel
equipment required for site grading and excavation, and other construction activities. The
dose to which sensitive receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine
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health risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the
environment and the extent of exposure that person has with the substance. Dose is
positively correlated with time, meaning that a longer exposure period would result in a
higher exposure level for the maximally exposed individual. Thus, the risks estimated for
a maximally exposed individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period
of time.

According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health
risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions,
should be based on a 70-year exposure period; however, such assessments should be
limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project. Thus, the duration
of the proposed construction activities (approximately 24 months) would only constitute
a small percentage of the total 70-year exposure period. Construction activities for the
most part would not be located near residential land uses. However pipeline construction
would be located at a distance of approximately 70 feet from the nearest residence on
Avenue O and approximately 90 feet from Just Plane Kids on Avenue P. Pipeline
construction activities would not be near these sensitive receptors for a long period due to
the pipeline construction linear progression rate of 50 to 100 feet per day. The nearest
sensitive receptors to storage tank construction are the single family residences east of the
storage tank at approximately 585 feet. The nearest sensitive receptor to pump station
construction is the Just Plane Kids School, located approximately 2,910 feet northwest at
2555 East Avenue P. DPM from construction activities would not be anticipated to result
in the exposure of sensitive receptors to levels that exceed applicable standards.

In addition, the long-term operation of the project would not result in any non-permitted
sources of toxic air emissions. As a result, exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
toxic air emissions from the project would be less than significant.

e) Less Than Significant. Types of land uses that typically pose potential odor problems
include agriculture, wastewater treatment plants, food processing and rendering facilities,
chemical plants, composting facilities, landfills, waste transfer stations, and dairies. In
addition, the occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on numerous factors,
including the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction;
and the presence of sensitive receptors. Although offensive odors rarely cause any
physical harm, they can still be very unpleasant, leading to considerable distress and
often generating citizen complaints to local governments and regulatory agencies.
Although the recycled water may be used at such facilities as listed above, the recycled
water would not be the source of objectionable odors. No part of the project would create
odors at nearby sensitive receptors. Impacts would be less than significant.
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No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
construction or improvements would occur. The No Action Alternative would have no short-term
or long term impacts to air quality since no construction or physical improvements would occur.

References

AVAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act and Federal Conformity Guidelines, August 2011.
California Air Resources Board (CARB), 2011. 2011 State Area Designation Maps (Ozone,
PMio, PM, 5, CO, Nitrogen Dioxide). Maps available online at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm (page updated September 2011).

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4 Model Runs, December 2011 (Appendix A)
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3.4 Biological Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] X ] ]
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] X ] ]
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally ] ] ] X
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any ] ] X ]
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances ] X ] ]
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)y  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat ] ] ] X
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

The analysis below is based on field reconnaissance visits conducted by Environmental Science
Associates (ESA) in 2010 and 2011. The methodologies utilized to collect baseline data and to
describe biological resources, and analyze potential impacts are provided in the Biological
Resources Technical Report prepared by ESA (ESA, 2012) (See Appendix B). This report also
describes the environmental setting of the proposed project area, results of database and field
reconnaissance, and identifies potential impacts on biological resources by construction and
operation activities associated with the proposed project. Mitigation measures identified in the
biological report are included in the discussion below. Reference information reviewed and
analyzed in the Biological Resources Technical Report included the following:

e Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the North Los Angeles/Kern County
Regional Recycled Water Project prepared by ESA (2008) for LACWWDA40;

¢ Biological Technical Report for the North Los Angeles/Kern County Regional Recycled
Water Project prepared by Bonterra Consulting (2008) for ESA,

e (California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB) record search for USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle maps:
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Alpine Butte, Little Rock, Juniper Hills, Pacifico Mtn., Acton, Lancaster East , Lancaster
West, Ritter Ridge, and Palmdale (CDFG 2011);

o Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area Study prepared by England and Nelson

Environmental Consultants (1976) for Los Angeles County Department of Regional
Planning and Environmental Systems Research Institute;

o Various literature specific to descriptions of the habitat, vegetation types, and flora and
fauna occurring in the project region (see References); and

e Aerial photographs.

Existing Environment

Regional

The proposed project is located in the Antelope Valley, which encompasses approximately 2400
square miles in northern Los Angeles County, southern Kern County, and western San
Bernardino County. The Antelope Valley is situated within the western tip of the Mojave Desert,
with Victor Valley and the Great Basin to the east, the San Gabriel Mountains to the south, and
the Tehachapi Mountains to the northwest. The climate of the region can be characterized as arid
desert, with average annual temperatures ranging from a high of 77.2° Fto a low of 47.1° F
(WRCC, 2010). The Palmdale area averages 7.6” of annual precipitation, with the majority of this
amount accumulating as rain between the months of December to March (WRCC, 2010)

Local

The physical improvements associated with Phase 2 of the Project would be located in the Cities
of Palmdale and Lancaster, Los Angeles County. Pipelines would be constructed within the
public right-of-way of city streets and across the Amargosa Creek channel. The proposed pump
station would be located onsite at the Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant (PWRP), which is
owned by Los Angeles County Sanitation District No. 20 (LACSD No. 20). Prominent land uses
in the area include the aerospace and agricultural industries. Land uses in the project area vary in
degree of development and disturbance, including residential, commercial, industrial,
institutional, agricultural, and open space. For the purpose of this report, the project area is
defined as the areas of direct impacts and up to 500 feet on either side of the ROW. The project
vicinity may include suitable species-specific habitats occurring outside of the ROW in the
vicinity of the project area.

Drainages

Portions of the proposed pipelines are to be placed along or within Amargosa Creek; a riparian
drainage and debris basin which drains the surrounding area to Rosamond Dry Lake Bed. All
pipelines would be placed within the City of Palmdale’s Amargosa Creek flood control channel
or within the utility easement adjacent to the creek.
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Plant Communities and Habitats

Areas of proposed pipeline placement are generally disturbed, with various commercial and
residential developments adjacent to the ROW. Undeveloped areas adjacent to the ROW mainly
consist of native and nonnative ruderal vegetation, including black mustard (Brassica nigra),
Russian thistle (Salsola kali), vinegarweed (Trichostema lanceolatum), and common nightshade
(Circaea alpine). Native vegetation along and adjacent to portions of the ROW include rubber
rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus), creosote (Larrea tridentate), fourwing saltbush (Atriplex
canescens), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), and bursage (Ambrosia sp.).

Several clusters of mature Joshua trees (Yucca brevifolia) occur with other associated native plant
species adjacent to the ROW in undeveloped areas.

The area where the proposed pump station would be located is an existing water reclamation
plant which is permanently disturbed and devoid of vegetation and associated wildlife habitats.
The area where the storage tank would be located is highly disturbed and adjacent to an existing
storage tank.

Wildlife

Disturbed, non-native habitats such as those which occur within the areas of Phase 2
improvements, generally provide low quality wildlife habitat; however, agricultural areas can
provide high quality habitat for certain wildlife species (i.e., raptor foraging habitat). The desert
scrub habitats adjacent to the project area provide potential habitat for a wide variety of lizards
and snakes. Lizards that may occur in the project area include banded gecko (Coleonyx
variegatus), desert iguana (Dipsosaurus dorsalis), common chuckwalla (Sauromalus obesus),
Great Basin collared lizard (Crotaphytus bicinctores), long-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia
wislizenii), zebra-tailed lizard (Callisaurus craconoides), desert spiny lizard (Sceloporus
magister), side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), long-tailed brush lizard (Urosaurus
graciosus), desert horned lizard (Phrynosoma platyrhinos), yucca night lizard(Xantusia vigilis),
and western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris). Snake species that may occur include western blind
snake (Leptotyphlops humilis), rosy boa (Charina trivirgata), spotted leafnosed shake
(Phyllorhynchus decurtatus), coachwhip (Masticophis flagellum), western patchnosed snake
(Salvadora hexalepis), glossy snake (Arizona elegans), gopher snake (Pituophis melanoleucus),
common kingsnake (Lampropeltis getulus), long-nosed snake (Rhinocheilus lecontei), western
shovel-nosed snake (Chionactis occipitalis), night snake (Hypsiglena torquata), speckled
rattlesnake (Crotalus mitchelli), Mojave rattlesnake (Crotalus scutulatus), and sidewinder
(Crotalus cerastes).

Some common bird species expected include California quail (Callipepla californica), greater
roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus), ladder-backed woodpecker (Picoides scalaris), common
raven (Corvus corax), verdin (Auriparus flaviceps), cactus wren (Campylorhynchus
brunneicapillus), rock wren (Salpinctes obsoletus), and bewick’s wren (Thryomanes bewickii).
Raptor species expected to utilize agricultural areas for foraging include red-tailed hawk (Buteo
jamaicensis), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), prairie
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falcon (Falco mexicanus), and northern harrier (Circus cyaneus). Additionally, burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia) is known to inhabit abandoned agricultural fields in the vicinity.

Amphibian species that may occur in the chaparral habitats in the vicinity of Palmdale and within
undisturbed areas of Amargosa Creek include western toad (Bufo boreas), black-bellied
salamander (Batrachoseps nigriventris), and California (Pseudacris [Hyla] cadaverina) and
Pacific (Pseudacris [Hyla] regilla) treefrogs. The introduced bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana) is also
expected to occur throughout the project area wherever permanent or semi-permanent surface
water occurs.

Discussion

The analysis below is based on the Biological Resources Technical Report prepared by ESA
(ESA, 2011) (Appendix B). For the purpose of this analysis, the project area is defined as the
areas of direct impacts and up to 500 feet on either side of the pipeline ROW. The project vicinity
may include suitable species-specific habitats occurring outside of the ROW in the vicinity of the
project area.

Implementation of Phase 2 could potentially result in adverse impacts to local and regional
biological resources. Due to the highly disturbed/developed nature of the project area, as well as
the nature of the improvements being made, however, potential impacts to special-status plant
and wildlife species are anticipated to be minimal. Phase 2 has the potential to cause direct and
indirect impacts to jurisdictional features (e.g. Amargosa Creek) and sensitive natural
communities (e.g. Joshua trees) within the project area. However, the implementation of
appropriate avoidance measures, as well as agreements with state and local agencies would help
to minimize these potential impacts as well. The implementation of the recommended mitigation
measures provided below would ensure that any potential impacts to biological resources would
be reduced to a less than significant level.

a) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. As a result of literature review and field surveys
conducted for the proposed project area, a total of 19 special-status wildlife species were
identified as having the potential to occur within the project area, including 2 species of
herpetofauna, 12 avian species, 3 terrestrial mammal species, one amphibian species, and
one bat species. No fish species were observed in the project area during the habitat
assessment. Of these 19 species, 5 are state- and/or federally listed. Additionally, five
special-status plant species were also determined to have potential to occur in the project
area.

Of the 19 special-status wildlife species evaluated, 13 were determined to have a
moderate to high potential to occur in the project area: loggerhead shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis),
Le Conte’s thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei), prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), Swainson’s
hawk (Buteo swainsoni), northern harrier (Circus cyanus), cooper’s hawk (ccipiter
cooperii), Mohave ground squirrel (Xerospermophilus mohavensis), San Joaquin pocket
mouse (Perognathus inornatus), silvery legless lizard (Anniella pulchra), Calfornia red-
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legged frog (Rana draytonii), and coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii). These
species, therefore, have potential to be impacted by implementation of Phase 2 of the
Project. It should be noted, however, that given the relatively disturbed nature of the area,
habitat for these species is marginal at best, and any potential impacts to these species are
expected to be minimal.

Areas surrounding the project area were found to contain marginal burrowing owl habitat
along and adjacent to the ROW where pipelines would be placed. This species is known
to utilize agricultural fields and open grasslands in the vicinity of the project area.
Burrowing owl is a California Species of Special Concern. This species lives in ground
squirrel and other mammal burrows that it appropriates and enlarges for its purposes. It
typically is found in short-grass grasslands, open scrub habitats, and a variety of open,
human-altered environments, such as golf courses, airport runways and agricultural
fields. Burrowing owls have shown significant declines throughout California in recent
years due principally to the conversion of grassland and pasturelands to agricultural and
urban uses, and to poisoning programs to control California ground squirrels. The
potential for burrowing owls to be present in the project area is considered to be moderate
to high, and any impacts to burrowing owls would be considered significant. Potential
impacts to burrowing owl, however, would be reduced to a level less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure B1O-1.

The project area is also in the vicinity of potential foraging and nesting habitat for several
special-status raptor species including Swainson’s hawk, northern harrier, Cooper’s
hawk, ferruginous hawk, and prairie falcon. Indirect impacts to these species in the form
of noise and dust as a result of construction activities are possible. The project area
traverses potential foraging and nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk and prairie falcon.
In southern California, Swainson’s hawk is mostly limited to spring and fall transients.
Typical habitat for this species is open desert, grassland, or cropland containing scattered,
large trees or small groves. Swainson’s hawk roosts in large trees, but will roost on the
ground if none available and typically nests on a platform of sticks, bark, and fresh leaves
in a tree, bush, or utility pole often in riparian habitat in scattered trees or small groves in
sparsely vegetated flatlands. Swainson’s hawk is often found foraging in adjacent
grasslands or suitable grain or alfalfa fields, or livestock pastures. Within the proposed
project area, limited foraging habitat exists, because the proposed project primarily
occurs within previously disturbed (urbanized) areas and along existing roadways (See
Biological Resources Technical Report; ESA, 2012). The Swainson’s hawk is not
expected to occur in the project area, and therefore, impacts are expected to be less than
significant.

Prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus) is on the CDFG Watch List. This species ranges from
southeastern deserts northwest throughout the Central Valley and along the inner Coast
Ranges and Sierra Nevada. Distributed from annual grasslands to alpine meadows, but
associated primarily with perennial grasslands, savannahs, rangeland, some agricultural
fields, and desert scrub areas. This species uses open terrain for foraging. It usually nests
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in a scrape on a sheltered ledge of a cliff overlooking a large, open area, and sometimes
uses old raven or golden eagle stick nests on cliffs, bluffs, or rock outcrops. This species
could forage with the undisturbed desert scrub or Joshua tree woodland areas located near
the proposed project; however, no suitable nesting habitat occurs in the project vicinity.
Prairie falcon is not expected to nest in the project vicinity; therefore, impacts are
expected to be less than significant.

Cooper’s hawk, and ferruginous hawk are on the State Watch List. Additional bird
species that have been recorded in the vicinity of the project area and have potential to be
impacted by Phase 2 include loggerhead shrike and Le Conte’s thrasher; both of which
are State Species of Special Concern. All of the above-mentioned bird species are
protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Impacts to these species
would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-2.

Of the five special-status plant species determined to have potential to occur in the
project area, none were observed during the biological resources reconnaissance survey.
However, focused rare and special-status plant surveys were not conducted for the project
area and thus special-status plants, including sagebrush loeflingia, could potentially occur
in the project area. Pre-construction surveys for rare and special-status plants, detailed
below in Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would reduce potential impacts to a less than
significant level.

Mohave ground squirrel, a state Threatened species and a Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) Sensitive species, has potential to occur in native, undisturbed habitats in the
project vicinity, and CNDDB occurrences have recorded this species within a 3-mile
radius to the north and south of the project area. San Joaquin pocket mouse, a BLM
Sensitive species, may occur in native shrubland or agricultural fields in the project
vicinity. CNDDB occurrences of this species have been recorded within a 3-mile radius
to the south of the project area.

Coast horned lizard, a state Species of Special Concern, was also recorded in the vicinity
of the project area along portions of the Sierra Highway and has potential to occur in the
project area. Silvery legless lizard, a state Species of Special Concern and a BLM
Sensitive species, also has potential to occur in the project vicinity. Native habitats at the
base of San Gabriel Mountains provide potentially suitable habitat within the known
range of this species. Although silvery legless lizard is not expected to occur in areas of
Phase 2 improvements due to lack of suitable habitat, CNDDB have recorded this species
within a 3-mile radius of the project area to the south and west. California red-legged
frog, a state Species of Special Concern and a federally Threatened species, is known to
occur in Amargosa Creek drainage, and Critical Habitat is located near the west end of
the pipeline not associated with Phase 2 of the alignment on Elizabeth Lake Road.
Although highly unlikely due to the absence of a permanent source of water, this species
may occur in the Amargosa Creek in the project vicinity if conditions allow. Potential
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impacts to Mohave ground squirrel, San Joaquin pocket mouse, coast horned lizard,
silvery legless lizard, and California red-legged frog would be reduced to a level less than
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-4 through BIO-7.

In accordance with USEPA environmental cross-cutter procedure, a letter has been
submitted to the USFWS requesting concurrence with a determination of not likely to
effect, pursuant to Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act. A copy of this
concurrence letter will be provided in Appendix D. A response from the USFWS is
pending.

EPA sent a letter on May 23, 2012, requesting concurrence that the proposed project is
not likely to adversely affect species or critical habitat. On June 13, 2012, the USFWS
requested the following information related to the proposed project.

1. Could you provide me with a more detailed map of the pipeline along Amargosa
Creek and around the golf course? GIS data layers would be great!

2. How is the EPA involved in the project (providing funding, staffing, resources, etc.)?

3. Will the pipeline alignment along Amargosa Creek be conducted with jack and bore
technology, trenching? Will it be drilled only during times when the creek is dry?

4. There are no specific minimization measures outlined for the least Bell’s vireo. The
only habitat for the vireo would be in the area of the golf course. There are two
measures that can be taken to insure that no affects to the vireo will occur:

e The easiest and most reliable route to insure least Bell’s vireo are not
impacted by project activities is to avoid laying pipe adjacent to the golf
course (or within 500 feet of vireo habitat on the golf course) during the
vireo nesting season (March 15 through September 15). No focused,
protocol level surveys would be required.

¢ If you plan on conducting pipeline work within 500 feet of vireo habitat on
the golf course during the nesting season (March 15 through September 15),
then vireo may be affected by vibration and noise generated by project work.
It is recommended that focused, protocol level least Bell’s vireo surveys be
conducted in the area of the golf course if the owners will let you. If an
active vireo territory is detected within 500 feet from project activities, then
avoidance during the nesting season would be necessary. If the active
territory is located greater than 500 feet from project activities, then work can
resume as planned during the nesting season. If no active territories are
detected during the surveys, then work can resume as planned during the
nesting season.
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If the owners of the golf course will not let you survey the area for the least Bell’s vireo
or if you decide to not conduct surveys, presence would be assumed and project work
within 500 feet of the golf course would not occur during nesting season.

On July 19, 2012, EPA provided the answers to the questions by e-mail.

1. Unfortunately we do not have GIS layers, but | have attached a pdf of the design
plans for the portion of the pipe being constructed along and across the creek.

2. EPA will be providing the funding to the County through a grant.

3. The portion constructed across the creek will be installed via open cut trench method.
Yes, we will require all construction in the creek to take place in the summer months
when the creek is dry.

4. The mitigated negative declaration/environmental assessment (joint CEQA/NEPA)
will contain a mitigation measure to prevent affects to the least Bell vireo. The
mitigation measure will include a survey to determine if vireo habitat is located in the
project area. Construction would occur outside of the nesting period if the project is
located within 500 feet of vireo habitat. The final language to be included in the joint
CEQA/NEPA document is currently being developed.

On August 24, 2012, the USFWS sent a letter stating that they concurred that the
proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the California red-legged frog or the
least Bell’s vireo.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-1: A pre-construction survey shall be conducted within areas containing
suitable habitat for burrowing owls 14 to 30 days prior to clearing of the site by a
qualified biologist in accordance with the most recent CDFG protocol, currently
the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 2012). Surveys shall cover
areas disturbed by construction including a 150-meter buffer. The survey would
identify adult and juvenile burrowing owls and signs of burrowing owl occupation.
If potential presence is determined through a Phase 11 burrow survey, a Phase Il
survey shall be conducted and shall include two early morning surveys and two
evening surveys to ensure that all individuals or owl pairs have been located:

e If occupied burrowing owl habitat is detected on or adjacent (i.e., within 150
meters) to the proposed project site, measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
impacts shall be incorporated into the project and shall include the following:

— Construction exclusion areas shall be established around the occupied
burrows in which no disturbance shall be allowed to occur while the
burrows are occupied. During the non-breeding season (October 16
through March 31), the exclusion zone shall extend 50 meters around the
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occupied burrows. During the breeding season (April 1 through August
31), exclusion areas shall extend 200 meters around occupied burrows.

— Passive relocation of on-site owls may be implemented during the non-
breeding season after coordinating with CDFG. Passive relocation shall be
accomplished by installing one-way doors on the entrances of burrows
located within 50 meters of the project site. The one-way doors shall be left
in place for 48 hours to ensure that the owls have left the burrow.

— For each burrow affected by project construction, two alternate unoccupied
natural or artificial burrows shall be provided outside of the 50-meter
buffer zone, or at a distance agreed upon by CDFG (CDFG, 2012). The
alternate burrows shall be monitored daily for one week to confirm that
owls have moved and acclimated.

BIO-2: If construction and vegetation removal is proposed during the typical bird
nesting period (February 1 through August 31), preconstruction surveys for
nesting/roosting bird species shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within

30 days prior to construction, with at least one survey conducted no more than five
days prior to the onset of construction (or vegetation removal). The surveys shall
include habitats within 500 feet of the construction limits. This survey shall include
species protected under the MBTA including the least Bell’s vireo, loggerhead
shrike, Swainson’s hawk, and Cooper’s hawk. The survey shall cover all
reasonably potential nesting locations for the relevant species on or closely
adjacent to the project site.

Active nest sites located during the pre-construction surveys shall be avoided and a
non-disturbance buffer zone established dependent on the species as determined by
the monitoring biologist. Buffer distances are typically 300 feet for common birds
and passerine species and 500 feet for raptors and special-status species. In the
event that least Bell’s vireo, or suitable habitat for the species is identified during
preconstruction nesting bird surveys, focused, protocol level surveys for the species
will be conducted within suitable habitat by a qualified biologist, to identify active
nesting territories. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist according to
the guidelines suggested in the USFWS’s 2001 Least Bell’s Vireo Survey
Guidelines. Active territories shall be avoided by a 500 foot non-disturbance
buffer zone. If suitable habitat for the species is identified within 500 feet of
disturbance activities and access is not granted to conduct focused surveys for the
species, or if focused surveys are not conducted, presence will be assumed and
project work within 500 feet of the golf course shall not occur during least Bell’s
vireo nesting season (March 15 — September 15).

Prior to construction activities, all necessary buffer zone shall be delineated in the
field with flagging, stakes or construction fencing. Nest sites shall be avoided until
the adults and young are no longer reliant on the nest site for survival as
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determined by a qualified biologist. CDFG will be notified of the identification of
active nests and will be consulted regarding resumption of construction activities.

BI10O-3: LACWWDA40 shall have a qualified biologist conduct a pre-construction
spring floristic inventory and rare plant survey to determine and map the location
and extent of special-status plant species populations within the construction right-
of-way. Surveys shall be conducted according to CDFG’s 2009 Protocols for
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and
Natural Communities.

e The project shall minimize impacts on special-status plant species by reducing
the construction right-of-way through areas with documented occurrences of
special-status plant species if any are found.

o |f special-status plant populations are identified within the construction right-
of-way, the project applicant shall stake, flag, fence, or otherwise clearly
delineate the construction right-of-way that restricts the limits of construction
to the minimum necessary to implement the project that also would minimize
impacts on special-status plants.

o If special-status plant populations are identified within the construction right-
of-way, the project applicant shall salvage and stockpile the top 12 inches of
soil in the construction zone, including plant material and duff for use in the
restoration efforts.

If special-status plant populations are identified within the construction right-of-
way, the project applicant shall prepare and implement a special-status species
salvage and replanting plan, for unavoidable temporary impacts on special-status
plants. The salvage and replanting plan shall include measures to salvage, replant,
and monitor the construction zone until native vegetation is re-established under
the direction of CDFG and USFWS.

BI1O-4: A Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) would be
implemented to educate construction crews and contractors on sensitive biological
resources that could occur on the project site. As part of the WEAP, special-status
species with potential to occur on the project site would be reviewed along with
appropriate avoidance measures to be implemented. The WEAP would be required
for all associated on-site construction personnel prior to the commencement of
construction activities and a record of participation shall be maintained.

BI0O-5: Prior to project implementation, a biological reconnaissance survey should
be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if potential habitat is present for
the following species: California red-legged frog, Mohave ground squirrel, coast
horned lizard, San Joaquin pocket mouse, and silvery legless lizard. If potential
habitat is present for these species, then the implementing agencies should arrange
for a qualified biologist with the necessary permits to conduct focused surveys for
the specific species warranted. If focused surveys determine that a special-status
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species is present, then LACWWD40 should take the steps necessary to avoid any
potential direct or indirect impacts (i.e. construction noise and dust) that may be
incurred by the special-status species present. If impacts are unavoidable, then
consultation with the CDFG and/or USFWS shall occur in order to obtain the
required take permit prior to any project activities that may result in impacts on
California red-legged frog, Mohave ground squirrel, coast horned lizard,

San Joaquin pocket mouse, or silvery legless lizard.

BIO-6: Prior to project implementation, a habitat assessment will be conducted by
a qualified biologist to determine the potential for the Mohave ground squirrel to
occur. If the habitat assessment determines that potential habitat for the Mojave
ground squirrel is present in the impact zone or within 300 feet of the construction
zone, then LACWWDA40 have two options:

1) assume the Mohave ground squirrel is present and either take the steps
necessary to avoid any potential direct or indirect impacts (i.e., construction
noise and dust) that may be incurred by the Mohave ground squirrel or;

2) arrange for a qualified biologist with the necessary permits to implement a
trapping program to determine the presence or absence of the Mohave ground
squirrel.

BIO-7: All steep-walled trenches or excavation pits used during construction shall
be covered at all times except when being actively utilized. Covers shall be strong
enough to prevent wildlife from falling through and shall be designed to exclude
small animals, including Mohave ground squirrel, coast horned lizard, San Joaquin
pocket mouse, and silvery legless lizard. If the trenches or excavations cannot be
covered, exclusion fencing constructed of materials that would exclude both large
and small wildlife species shall be installed around the trench or excavation to
prevent entrapment of wildlife. Open trenches, or other excavations that could
entrap wildlife shall be inspected by a biological monitor a minimum of three times
per day and immediately before backfilling. If present, construction shall not occur
until the animal has left the trench or been removed by a qualified biological
monitor as feasible. Employees and contractors shall look under vehicles and
equipment for the presence of wildlife before movement. If wildlife is observed, no
vehicles or equipment shall be moved until the animal has left voluntarily or is
removed by the biological monitor. No listed species shall be handled.

b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Proposed pipelines are to be placed along
approximately one mile of Amargosa Creek between West Avenue O4 and the Antelope
Valley Freeway/State Route 14. This area of the creek is surrounded by highly disturbed,
developed land, with a pedestrian bike path running along the east bank adjacent to a golf
course and a commercial development bordered by ornamental landscaping along the
west bank. No portions of the creek where pipelines are proposed to be placed support
any riparian or wetland vegetation. Within the proposed project area, the Amargosa
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Creek is channelized and traverses through urban areas and city streets. The banks are
lined with either soil-cement or rip-rap and the creek has a soft soil bottom.

A jurisdictional delineation study conducted in 2008 determined that the creek is not
subject to the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) under Section
404 of the Federal Clean Water Act due to its isolation from navigable waterways (ESA,
2008).The Amargosa Creek is, however, subject to regulation by the CDFG under
Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. A stream is defined under these
regulations as a body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a
bed or channel having banks and that supports fish or other aquatic life. This definition
includes watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported
riparian vegetation. CDFG jurisdiction typically extends to the edge of the riparian
vegetation canopy. Although areas of the creek where improvements are to be made do
not support riparian or wetland vegetation, and no special-status species are expected to
be supported by this section of the creek, a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) with
the CDFG will need to be established (Mitigation Measure BI1O-8).

Some areas where pipelines are to be constructed are directly adjacent to Joshua tree
woodland and Joshua trees occur within the construction zone in some cases. Joshua trees
are protected under the City of Palmdale’s Joshua Tree and Native Desert Vegetation
Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 14.04 of Title 14 of the Palmdale Municipal Code). If
Joshua trees are to be disturbed or removed as a consequence of construction activities,
the operating agencies must fulfill one of the requirements outlined in Mitigation
Measure BI1O-9, below, to reduce potential impacts to Joshua trees to a level less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures

B10O-8: Construction crews shall avoid permanently altering streambeds and banks
of Amargosa Creek and all features of the creek shall be restored to previous
conditions once construction is complete. The operating agencies shall secure a
SAA from the CDFG and impacts to the streambed of Amargosa Creek will be
mitigated based on measures adopted in the SAA.

B10-9: Efforts will be made to prevent permanent native vegetation loss to the
greatest extent feasible. If removal of Joshua trees is deemed unavoidable, then
LACWWNDA40 must take one of the following actions to fulfill obligations under
provisions of the Code:

1. Obtain a desert vegetation removal permit from the City of Palmdale’s
landscape architect or his or her designee. The City currently maintains a
minimum preservation standard of two (2) Joshua trees per gross acre,
averaged for the gross site area covered by the development application. This
standard can also be modified, as determined by the City, to reflect an
appropriate preservation ratio as site conditions warrant. The City currently
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requires proponents for projects likely to impact Joshua trees to acquire off-site
habitats of equal or superior quality at no less than a 2:1 ratio within remaining
habitat in the Antelope Valley. The terms, conditions, implementation, and
location of these mitigation measures shall be determined through consultation
with relevant resource agencies, including the CDFG.

2. Secure an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 14.04 of the Code, under
Subsection (F) of 14.04.090, which identifies an exemption as “Removal of
street trees from within the public right-of-way, which in the opinion of the
director of public works or his or her designee, will or may cause damage to
public improvements.”

C) No Impact. No federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act will be effected by implementation of the proposed project.

d) Less Than Significant. Open space areas within the proposed project area are highly
fragmented by existing development. Prominent features that are expected to convey
wildlife movement include drainages, in particular Amargosa Creek. Amargosa Creek
follows the San Andreas Rift Zone to Palmdale where it turns to the north, essentially
following State Highway 14, before draining into the Piute Ponds near Rosamond Lake.
Amargosa Creek is severely fragmented by existing development in the City of Lancaster
and the City of Palmdale and not expected to support regional wildlife movement. In
addition, the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains are expected to support regional
wildlife movement east and west and generally to the south of the proposed project
components.

Proposed pipelines are to be constructed mostly along city and county streets within the
public ROW and in previously-disturbed areas. Existing conditions in the project area
have minimized major wildlife movements in the area, and no major wildlife corridors
have been recorded. Construction within Amargosa Creek would be temporary and in
relatively short duration, and the creek bed and its features will be restored to previous
conditions and in accordance with CDFG guidelines outlined in a SAA once construction
is complete. Upon completion, pipelines will be underground and would not impede
wildlife movement. The pump station, and existing storage tanks to be refurbished are
located in existing fenced-off facilities where no major wildlife movement occurs.

e) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. See Section (b) and Mitigation Measure BIO-
9 for a discussion of local plant ordinances that apply to the project. Phase 2 would not
conflict with any other local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.

f) No Impact. Improvements associated with Phase 2 would not occur in areas which fall
under the jurisdiction of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved or proposed local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan.
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No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
development or improvements would occur. Implementing the No Action Alternative would
eliminate all potential impacts to biological resources that would result from constructing the
facilities associated with the proposed project.
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3.5 Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] ] X ]
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] X ] ]
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological ] X ] ]
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred ] X ] ]
outside of formal cemeteries?
Discussion
a) Less Than Significant. A project specific Cultural Resources Study was prepared for the

proposed project to identify any potential historical resources located within the project
Area of Potential Effects (APE) and within a %2 mile of the proposed project vicinity
(Bray, 2012). The study included a records search, Native American contact program,
and field survey.

The cultural resources APE has been defined as all areas where potential Project-related
ground disturbance may occur. The horizontal APE includes the construction footprint
for activity related to all Phase 2 components, and the vertical APE is defined by the
depth of excavation required during trenching for the installation of the pipeline and
construction of the pump station and storage tank. While this may vary across the APE, it
is estimated that in general the pump station building footprint is one and a half feet deep;
the storage tank site is ten feet deep; the pipeline trench would be five to seven feet deep
and four to five feet wide; and jack and bore pits would be up to 30 feet wide and
between five to 20 feet deep.

A records search for the APE and Y2-mile radius was conducted on July 1, 2010 at the
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University,
Fullerton. The records search indicated that a total of 30 cultural resources have been
previously recorded within %2 mile of the APE; two of these resources are located within
the project APE. Resource P-19-180638 is a segment of the Southern Pacific Railroad
and resource P-19-003705 is a 20™ century debris scatter.

A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search for the Project was requested from the California
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on July 1, 2010. The SLF search failed
to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources within the APE. Follow-
up correspondence was conducted with all individuals and groups indicated by the
NAHC as having affiliation with the survey areas. To date, no responses have been
received.
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The previous study prepared for the North Los Angeles Kern County Regional Recycled
Water Master Plan (Loftus and Turner, 2008) included an archaeological survey of

3.5 miles of the current APE, including the portion of the APE along Avenue M and
Sierra Highway between Avenue M and Lockheed Way. Because this area had been so
recently surveyed, it was not surveyed as part of the current field effort. Field survey of
the remaining 5.25 linear mile APE was conducted on July 23, 2010. Additional site
recording was performed on January 27, 2011. Areas that were not built-up or otherwise
disturbed were subject to intensive pedestrian survey. The proposed pump station
location at the Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant (PWRP) and proposed water tank
location were subject to a reconnaissance level survey.

Four cultural resources were recorded within or immediately adjacent to the APE, and
consist of three archaeological resources dating to the mid-20" century (designated P-19-
003705, WW4, and WWS5) and one historic built feature (P-19-180638, a segment of the
Southern Pacific Railroad). All four resources are recommended not eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) or California Register of
Historical Resources (California Register).

Resource WW4 consists of the remains of a residential complex that was constructed
around 1953 to 1959 and was occupied until at least 1979. The site also contains a
historic debris scatter. Resource WWS5 consists of the remains of a structure most likely
constructed in the 1950s; although likely related to agriculture, its specific function is
unknown. Resource P-19-003705 consists of an extensive but sparse scatter of historic-
era trash. None of these three resources appear to meet the criteria for listing in the
California Register or National Register. The resources are not known to be directly
associated with events or people that have had a broad-reaching impact on the
community at the local, state, or national level (Criteria A/1 and B/2). No historic data
regarding the structures’ functions, dates of construction, or ownership was found.
Furthermore, the resources do not embody the characteristics of a distinctive type, period,
or method of construction, or represent the work of a master (Criterion C/3). Finally, the
underrepresentation of diagnostic artifacts limits the resources’ potential to yield
information important in history. They do not appear to have the potential to yield
information important to an understanding of the history of the local area, the state, or the
nation (Criterion D/4). Therefore, the resources do not appear to be eligible for the
California Register or National Register and are not considered significant historical or
unique archaeological resources under CEQA.

Impacts to historic resources associated with project implementation are less than
significant.

On May 29, 2012, USEPA submitted a letter to the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) requesting concurrence with a determination of no effect, pursuant to Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. SHPO did not respond to the determination
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within the 30-day period. SHPO’s failure to respond allowed EPA to proceed with the
finding under 36 CFR Part 800.3(c)(4) in accordance with the NHPA.

b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Three archaeological resources were recorded
within the project area; as discussed above, the three resources are not considered
historical or unique archaeological resources. Therefore, the project would have no
significant impact on known archaeological resources.

The project could impact buried, currently unknown archaeological resources. The
project area appears to have a low sensitivity for buried prehistoric archaeological
resources. Of the 36 cultural resources recorded within %2 mile of the APE (including
those resources newly recorded for this project), only three have prehistoric components:
two resources are isolated prehistoric artifacts, and the third resource consists of a single
prehistoric artifact within a historic-era archaeological site. Significant prehistoric
archaeological resources in the vicinity of the proposed project tend to occur in close
proximity to springs, watercourses, or other natural resources. The nearest significant
watercourse to the APE would have been Amargosa Creek, which flowed north through
the western portion of the APE. Amargosa Creek is now channelized and consists of a
trapezoidal concrete channel surrounded by paved roads. Excavation for pipeline
installation would primarily occur in fill soil surrounding the channel.

Aside from Amargosa Creek, the nearest permanent water source would most likely have
been Barrel Springs or another spring located along the San Andreas Rift Zone,
approximately 3-5 miles to the south. Given the dearth of permanent water sources, it is
unlikely that large, permanent prehistoric settlements would have occurred within the APE.

Given the presence of the Southern Pacific Railroad, Sierra Highway, and other major
transportation corridors that have been present since the late 19th and early 20th
centuries, and the large number of historic-era archaeological sites that have been
recorded within and near the APE, the APE should be considered sensitive for historic-
era resources. However, such resources would likely be similar to the resources that were
recorded during the current Project: non-significant early to mid-20th century surface
debris scatters. Such sites would be unlikely to contain a buried component.

The Antelope Valley floor is covered in thick deposits of Quaternary alluvial sediments.
These alluvial sediments are derived from nearby granitic mountains and have been
deposited on the valley floor over the course of thousands of years. The younger
Quaternary valley alluvial deposits, composed of weathered soil material and poorly
sorted clay, silt, and sand, may be up to several hundred feet thick in valley areas, and
thinner on slopes at the valley margins. Geologic maps show that the APE is underlain by
late Pleistocene and Holocene alluvium. The precise thickness of the younger alluvial
deposits within the APE is unknown.

In the Antelope Valley, the late Quaternary period was characterized by long periods of
stable soil formation, punctuated by brief episodes of rapid alluvial. Because of this,
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buried soil horizons are common within the Antelope Valley. Because the APE has been
covered with Holocene alluvial deposits, which have been deposited over the course of
known human occupation in the region, there is a possibility that this deposition of
alluvium has buried archaeological sites that once existed on the surface.

Therefore, although overall there is a low probability of significant resources existing
within the APE, the possibility that buried archaeological deposits may be encountered
during project-related excavation cannot be discounted. In order to avoid unanticipated
discovery of archaeological resources Mitigation Measures CULT -1 and CULT-2 are
recommended to reduce impacts to cultural resources to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

CULT -1: In the event that previously unknown cultural resources are uncovered
during project implementation, all work shall cease in the vicinity of the find until
it can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist.

o If the resource is found to be a historical or unique archaeological resource as
defined in PRC Section 21084.1 and 21083.2(g), respectively, impacts to the
resource shall be avoided during project implementation. Consistent with
Section 15126.4(b)(3), this may be accomplished through planning
construction to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within open
space; capping and covering the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent
conservation easement.

o If avoidance is not feasible, prior to issuing any grading or excavation permits
and prior to any project-related ground disturbing activities, a detailed
treatment plan shall be prepared and implemented by a qualified archaeologist
in consultation with the County. Treatment of unique archaeological resources
would follow the applicable requirements of Public Resources Code 21083.2.
Treatment for most resources would consist of (but would not be not limited
to) sample excavation, surface artifact collection, site documentation, and
historical research, with the aim to target the recovery of important scientific
data contained in the portion(s) of the significant resource to be impacted by
the project. The treatment plan should include provisions for analysis of data in
a regional context, reporting of results within a timely manner, curation of
artifacts and data at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports to local
and State repositories, libraries, and interested professionals.

CULT-2: Prior to the start of project-related ground disturbing activities, a worker
training program shall be implemented by a qualified archaeologist. The program
shall familiarize workers with the types of cultural resources that could be
encountered during ground disturbance, and shall outline the procedures to be
followed in the event of accidental discovery of cultural resources.
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C) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Fossil remains are considered unique and
significant to the scientific community. If a paleontological resource is uncovered and
inadvertently damaged, the impact to the resource could be substantial. Implementation
of the proposed project could result in significant impacts to paleontological resources.
The Final Program EIR determined there was a potential for the installation of pipelines
and construction of the pump station and the storage tank facilities to potentially unearth,
expose, or disturb paleontologic resources including fossil remains, localities, or known
fossil-bearing geologic horizons. With implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT -3
the proposed project would have less than significant impacts regarding the disturbance
of paleontologic resources.

Mitigation Measure

CULT -3: LACWWDA40 shall develop and implement a Paleontological Resource
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (PRMMP) prior to the onset of construction-
related earth moving activities in order to either avoid or mitigate to a less-than-
significant level the effects on paleontological resources. During earth-moving
construction-related activities, additional previously-unknown fossil sites may be
uncovered. The PRMMP must include mitigation protocol for discoveries as well.
The PRMMP shall include provisions for the following: special consideration shall
be made to collect sediment samples for potential fossiliferous locations as per the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards; stratigraphic cross-sections shall be
recorded, mapping of the geologic units graphed, and fossil remains, cleaned,
analyzed, and catalogued to be accepted for curation at a legal repository; all work
must be conducted by a qualified Paleontologist and a final Report of Findings
must be submitted upon completion of laboratory analysis.

d) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. As discussed in the Cultural Resources Report,
no previously recorded human burial sites were identified within the APE as a result of
the archival research or the archaeological reconnaissance survey. Because the proposed
project would involve ground-disturbing activities, it is possible that such actions could
unearth, expose, or disturb previously unknown human remains. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure CULT-4, the proposed project would have less than significant
impacts regarding the disturbance of human remains.

Mitigation Measures

CULT -4: If human remains are uncovered during project construction, the Project
proponent shall immediately halt work, contact the County Coroner to evaluate the
remains, and follow the procedures and protocols set forth in Section 15064.4
(e)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines. If the County Coroner determines that the remains
are Native American, the Project proponent shall contact the NAHC, in accordance
with Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, subdivision (c), and Public Resources
Code 5097.98 (as amended by AB 2641). Per Public Resources Code 5097.98, the
landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted

-
<
L
=
-
O
o
(@
L
>
—
- -
o
o
<
<
o
L
2
=

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 3-36 ESA /209362
IS/IMND/EA April 2014




cultural or archaeological standards or practices, where the Native American
human remains are located, is not damaged or disturbed by further development
activity until the landowner has discussed and conferred, as prescribed in this
section (PRC 5097.98), with the most likely descendent regarding their
recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple
human remains.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
development or improvements would occur. Implementing the No Action Alternative would
eliminate all potential to cultural resources that would result from constructing the facilities
associated with the proposed project.

References

Environmental Science Associates (ESA), Final Program Environmental Impact Report  for
North Los Angeles/Kern County Regional Recycled Water Project. Prepared for Los
Angeles County Waterworks district 40, Antelope Valley. November, 2008.

Environmental Science Associates (ESA), Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40
Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 Cultural Resources Assessment, January 2012.
(Appendix C)
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3.6 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

6. GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY —
Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as ] ] X ]
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] X ]
iiiy Seismic-related ground failure, including ] X ] ]
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? ] ] ] X
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ] X ] ]
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, ] ] ] X
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in |:| |Z| |:| |:|
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use ] ] ] X

of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

Discussion

a.i) Less Than Significant. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act requires the
delineation of zones along active faults in California. The purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Act
is to regulate development and prohibit construction on or near active fault traces to reduce
hazards associated with fault rupture. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones are the
regulatory zones that include surface traces of active faults. According to the Safety
Element of the City of Palmdale’s General Plan (City of Palmdale, 1993), the project site
does not lie within a currently delineated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (refer to
Figure 3.5-2 in the Final PEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect
people or structures due to rupture of a known fault. Impacts would be less than
significant.

a.ii)  Less Than Significant. The proposed project is located in a seismically active area, as is
all of southern California, and has the potential to experience strong ground shaking. The
nearest known active fault to the project site is the San Andreas Fault Zone, a “Type A”
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fault, located approximately 2.1 miles southwest of the project site (CGS, 2008). A major
earthquake associated with this fault could result in moderate to severe ground shaking in
the project area and would be a potential hazard to the proposed project. Damage to water
pipelines and aboveground structures associated with the proposed project could be
expected as a result of ground shaking during a seismic event.

The California Building Code (CBC) (California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24)
provides engineering design criteria for grading, foundations, retaining walls, and
structures within zones of seismic activity. The procedures and design limitations for the
design of infrastructure are based on site characteristics, configuration, structural system
height, and seismic zoning. Seismic zones are mapped areas that are based on proximity
to known active faults, the potential for future earthquakes, and intensity of seismic
shaking. Seismic zones range from 0 to 4, with areas mapped as Zone 4 being potentially
subject to the highest accelerations due to seismic shaking and the shortest recurrence
levels. According to the CBC, all of Palmdale is within Seismic Zone 4. The proposed
project would be designed to include all applicable CAL/OSHA standards and technical
specifications required by the seismic safety codes of the CBC for Seismic Zone 4, in
compliance with CCR Title 24, to minimize impacts due to seismic ground shaking.
Impacts would be less than significant.

a.iii)  Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby
unconsolidated and/or near saturated soils lose cohesion and behave as a fluid as a result
of severe vibratory motion. The relatively rapid loss of soil shear strength during strong
earthquake shaking results in the temporary fluid-like behavior of the soil. Soil
liquefaction causes ground failure that can damage roads, pipelines, buildings with
shallow foundations, and levees. Liquefaction can occur in areas characterized by water-
saturated, cohesionless, granular materials at depths less than 40 feet. Saturated
unconsolidated alluvium with earthquake intensities greater than Modified Mercalli
Intensity (MMI) VII may be susceptible to liquefaction. This would include areas with
shallow perched groundwater.

A review of the California Geological Survey (CGS) Seismic Hazard Zones Maps (CGS,
2003) indicates that the proposed pipeline is located within zones of potential liquefaction
in Amargosa Creek (refer to Figure 3.5-3 in the Final PEIR). Adherence to the CBC code,
as well as implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce any impacts
regarding liquefaction to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measure

GEO-1: Prior to approval of construction plans for the project, a design-level
geotechnical investigation, including collection of site specific subsurface data
shall be completed by LACWWDA40. The geotechnical investigation shall identify
density profiles, approximate maximum shallow groundwater levels, a
characterization of the vertical and lateral extent of the saturated sand/silt layers
that could undergo liquefaction during strong ground shaking, and development of
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site-specific design criteria to mitigate potential risks. Recommendations made as a
result of the investigation to protect new structures from seismic hazards shall
become part of the proposed project

a.iv)  No Impact. A landslide is a mass of rock, soil, and debris displaced down-slope by
sliding, flowing, or falling. The susceptibility of land (slope) failure is dependent on the
slope and geology as well as the amount of rainfall, excavation, or seismic activities.
Factors that decrease resistance to movement in a slope include pore water pressure,
material changes, and structure. Removing the lower portion (the toe) of a slope
decreases or eliminates the support that opposes lateral motion in a slope. Shaking during
an earthquake may lead materials in a slope to lose cohesion and collapse.

A review of the CGS Seismic Hazard Zones Maps (CGS, 2003) indicates that the project
is not located in an area that is considered susceptible to an earthquake-induced landslide.
Therefore, there would be no impact to project components due to landslides.

b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Project construction would result in land
disturbance greater than one acre. During construction, excavation and grading activities
would expose and disturb surface soils. Soils in the region are highly susceptible to water
or wind erosion or both. Therefore, during project construction, short-term losses of
topsoil and subsoil due to wind and water erosion could be substantial. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would ensure water and wind erosion of soils would be
minimized to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measure

GEO-2: To control water and wind erosion during construction of the project,
LACWWDA40 shall prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The
SWPPP shall prescribe temporary Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control
wind and water erosion during and shortly after construction of the project and
permanent BMPs to control erosion and sedimentation once construction is
complete. The SWPPP would include soil erosion and sediment control measures
that could include, but not be limited to, sediment barriers and traps, silt basins, and
silt fences.

c) No Impact. The topography in the vicinity of the project components is generally flat;
there are no potential non-seismic impacts related to landslides or liquefaction. Land
subsidence and surface fissures can occur as a result of groundwater extraction.
Underlying soils can compact when water is removed. Fissures can form when
groundwater levels are lowered. The extraction of mineral or oil resources can also result
in subsidence. Operation of the proposed project would not increase groundwater
extraction and would not lower groundwater levels. The use of recycled water in the
Antelope Valley would provide an offset to potable water demand that could reduce
demand for groundwater extraction. In addition, the potential use of recycled water for
groundwater recharge would prevent declines in groundwater levels. The proposed
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project would not cause soils to become unstable or result in land subsidence or surface
fissures. There would be no impact.

d) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. None of the soils in the project area are classified
as expansive according to Table 18-1B of the Uniform Building Code. However, local
areas with expansive soils could be encountered. Mitigation Measure GEO-3 requires
geologic investigations to be conducted for the specific locations for the proposed pipeline
alignments prior to construction. The geologic investigation would include an assessment
of the potential for site specific expansive soils. If expansive soils are found,
recommendations made as part of the geological investigation would be incorporated into
the project design. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-3 would reduce impacts
to project facilities due to expansive soils to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measure

GEO-3: Prior to approval of construction plans for the project, a design-level
geotechnical investigation, including collection of site specific subsurface data
shall be completed by LACWWDA40. The investigation shall identify appropriate
engineering considerations, as recommended by a certified engineering geologist or
registered geotechnical engineer for planned facilities, including engineering
considerations to mitigate the effects of expansive soils if found. Recommendations
made as a result of the investigation to protect new structures from expansive soils
shall become part of the proposed project.

e) No Impact. The proposed project would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems. There would be no impact.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
development or improvements would occur. Implementing the No Action Alternative would
eliminate all potential geologic and seismic risks that would result from constructing the facilities
associated with the proposed project.

References
City of Palmdale. 1993. Safety Element of the City of Palmdale’s General Plan.

California Geological Survey, California Department of Conservation, Alquist Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zones, http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/affected.aspx, accessed
December 2011.

California Geologic Survey (CGS), 2008. Seismic Hazards Zones Map. Palmdale, California,
Quadrangle, Scale 1:24,000; Ritter Ridge, California, Quadrangle, Scale 1:24,000.
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or ] ] X ]

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation ] ] X ]
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of

greenhouse gases?

Discussion

a,b) Less Than Significant. In order to analyze air quality and greenhouse gas emissions,
ESA prepared Urbemis 9.4, 2077 model runs that are included as Appendix A. Gases that
trap heat in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases (GHGs). The major concern is
that increases in GHGs are causing global climate change. Global climate change is a
change in the average weather on earth that can be measured by wind patterns, storms,
precipitation and temperature. Although there is disagreement as to the speed of global
warming and the extent of the impacts attributable to human activities, most agree that
there is a direct link between increased emission of GHGs and long-term global
temperature. What GHGs have in common is that they allow sunlight to enter the
atmosphere, but trap a portion of the outward-bound infrared radiation and warm up the
air. The process is similar to the effect greenhouses have in raising the internal
temperature, hence the name GHGs. Both natural processes and human activities emit
GHGs. The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature;
however, emissions from human activities such as electricity generation and motor
vehicle operations have elevated the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere. This
accumulation of GHGs has contributed to an increase in the temperature of the earth’s
atmosphere and contributed to global climate change.

GHGs include all of the following naturally-occurring and anthropogenic (man-made)
gases: carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N,O), sulfur hexafluoride,
perfluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, and nitrogen trifluoride (California Health and
Safety Code §38505(g). CO, is the reference gas for climate change because it is the
predominant GHG emitted. To account for the varying warming potential of different
GHGs, GHG emissions are often quantified and reported as CO, equivalents (CO.e).
Large emission sources are reported in million metric tons of CO,e (MMTCO,e).

In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change,
Governor Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05, which sets forth a series
of target dates by which statewide emission of GHG would be progressively reduced, as
follows:
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e By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
e By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and
e By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
(Assembly Bill No. 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500,
et seq., or AB 32), which requires CARB to design and implement emission limits,
regulations, and other measures, such that feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG
emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 (representing an approximate 25 percent
reduction in emissions).

On March 18, 2010, OPR submitted amendments to the state CEQA Guidelines for GHG
emissions, as required by Public Resources Code section 21083.05 (Senate Bill 97).
These CEQA Guideline amendments provide guidance to public agencies regarding the
analysis and mitigation of the effects of GHG emissions in draft CEQA documents. The
amendments are relatively modest changes to various portions of the existing CEQA
Guidelines. Modifications address those issues where analysis of GHG emissions may
differ in some respects from more traditional CEQA analysis.

The proposed project would contribute to global climate change as a result of emissions
of GHGs, primarily CO,, emitted during project construction and operation. As with
other individual and relatively small projects, the specific emissions from the proposed
project would not be expected to individually have an impact on Global Climate Change
as explained below. Furthermore, GHG impacts are considered to be exclusively
cumulative impacts; there are no non-cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate
change perspective. Thus, the proposed project analysis of GHG emissions is to
determine whether the proposed project impact is cumulatively considerable.

Four types of analyses are used to determine whether the project could be cumulatively
considerable and potentially conflict with the state goals for reducing GHG emissions.
The analyses are as follows:

A. Any potential conflicts with the CARB’s thirty-nine (39) recommended actions
in California’s AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan.

B. The relative size of the project. The project’s GHG emissions will be compared
to the size of major facilities that are required to report GHG emissions
(25,000 metric tons/year of CO,e) to the state. The project size will also be
compared to the estimated GHG emissions for the California GHG emissions
limit of 427 million metric tons per year of COe emissions by 2020. In reaching
its goals the CARB will focus upon the largest emitters of GHG emissions.

C. The basic energy efficiency parameters of a project to determine whether its
design is inherently energy efficient.

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 3-43 ESA /209362

IS/IMND/EA

April 2014



-
<
L
=
-
O
o
(@
L
>
—
- -
o
o
<
<
o
L
2
=

D. Any potential conflicts with applicable policies, or regulations adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.

With regard to Item A, the project does not pose any apparent conflict with the CARB
recommended actions. The project would fall under recommended action W-2 Water
Recycling (see Table 7-1 in Appendix A). In general, recommended action W-2 Water
Recycling is estimated to have the potential to reduce GHG emissions by 0.3 million
metric tons/year of CO-e.

With regard to Item B, project GHG emissions during construction would be
approximately 325, 810, and 489 metric tons of COe in 2012, 2013, and 2014,
respectively. Indirect operational emissions from electricity usage for the project would
account for approximately 5,302 metric tons of COe/year in year 2030, which is when
the project’s energy consumption is at its estimated peak. (Refer to Appendix A for GHG
calculations.) The project would not be classified as a major source of greenhouse gas
emissions (operational emissions of 5,302 metric tons/year CO,e would be about

21 percent of the lower reporting limit, which is 25,000 metric tons/year of CO,¢). The
proposed project’s annual contribution during peak operation would be approximately
0.001 percent of California’s 427 million metric tons of CO,e/year emissions limit for the
year 2020. The project would not generate sufficient emissions of GHGs to contribute
considerably to the cumulative effects of GHG emissions such that it would impair the
state's ability to implement AB 32.

With regard to Item C, the end uses for the recycled water would otherwise be met with
imported potable water if the proposed project were not implemented. The imported
water would be delivered through the SWP, which consumes a substantial amount of
energy to convey water to southern California from the Sacramento-San Joaquin River
Delta in northern California. A recent study by West Basin Municipal Water District has
shown that the energy required to import SWP water is over six times the energy
requirement for Title 22 recycled water when considering kilowatt-hours per acre-foot
(LACSD, 2008). The study indicates that Title 22 recycled water produces 338 tons of
CO, for every 1000 acre-feet (af) of water produced, while the SWP produces 2,250 tons
of CO, for every 1000 af of water imported (LACSD, 2008; USEPA, 1995).1 Thus, in
comparison to the existing conditions at the project site where a portion of the water is
imported through the SWP, implementation of the proposed project would result in an
overall reduction in GHG emissions with the use of recycled water. By offsetting existing
potable demands for non-potable uses and reducing the region’s dependency on imported
water, the GHG emissions associated with the transportation of imported water to the
project site would be reduced. Therefore, the proposed project would be considered to be
inherently energy efficient and would reduce the amount of CO, produced due to potable
offset with recycled water.

1 Conversion factor: kWh/1333.333 = tons CO,. (USEPA, 1995)
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Finally, with regard to Item D, the City of Palmdale has not established GHG reduction
plans or policies. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any local regulations
pertaining to GHGs.

In summary, the review of Items A, B, C and D, indicates that the GHG emissions
associated with construction and operation of the project would not have a significant
impact on the environment and would not conflict with the State’s implementation of
AB32 or other plans, policies, or regulations for the purposes of reducing GHG
emissions. Impacts would be less than significant.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
development or improvements would occur. GHG emissions would remain unchanged relative to
existing conditions because demands for imported water would remain unchanged. Under the No
Action Alternative there would be no GHG reductions due to the offset of potable water with
recycled water.
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with
Significant Mitigation
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS —
Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] X
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] X
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ] X
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of ] X
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan |:| |Z|
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, |:| |:|
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with |:| |X|
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, |:| |X|
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Discussion

[

a,b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Construction of the proposed project would
require equipment that utilizes hazardous materials such as petroleum fuels and oil.
During construction activities, such hazardous materials could accidentally be spilled or
otherwise released into the environment exposing construction workers, the public and/or
the environment to potentially hazardous conditions. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-6 would reduce potential impacts associated with
accidental release of hazardous materials to less than significant levels.

Operation of the project would not require routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials or create a significant hazard due to accidental release of hazardous materials

into the environment.
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Mitigation Measures

HAZ-1: LACWWDA40 shall require the construction contractor(s) to implement
best management practices (BMPs) for handling hazardous materials during the
project. The use of the construction BMPs shall minimize negative effects on
groundwater and soils, and will include, without limitation, the following:

e Follow manufacturers’ recommendations and regulatory requirements for use,
storage, and disposal of chemical products and hazardous materials used in
construction.

e Avoid overtopping construction equipment fuel tanks.

e During routine maintenance of construction equipment, properly contain and
remove grease and oils.

o Properly dispose of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals.

HAZ-2: LACWWDA40 shall require the construction contractor(s) to implement
safety measures in accordance with General Industry Safety Orders for Spill and
Overflow Control (CCR Title 8, Sections 5163-5167) to protect the project area
from contamination due to accidental release of hazardous materials. The safety
measures shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

e Spills and overflows of hazardous materials shall be neutralized and disposed
of promptly.

e Hazardous materials shall be stored in containers that are chemically inert to
and appropriate for the type and quantity of the hazardous substance.

e Containers shall not be stored where they are exposed to heat sufficient enough
to rupture the containers or cause leakage.

e Specific information shall be provided regarding safe procedures and other
precautions before cleaning or subsequent use or disposal of hazardous
materials containers.

Disposal of all hazardous materials shall be in compliance with applicable
California hazardous waste disposal laws. The construction contractor shall contact
the local fire agency and the County Department of Public Health, Environmental
Health Division, for any site-specific requirements regarding hazardous materials
or hazardous waste containment or handling.

HAZ-3: In the event of an accidental release of hazardous materials during
construction, containment and clean up shall occur in accordance with applicable
regulatory requirements.

HAZ-4: Oil and other solvents used during maintenance of construction equipment
shall be recycled or disposed of in accordance with applicable regulatory
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requirements. All hazardous materials shall be transported, handled, and disposed
of in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

HAZ-5: LACWWDA40 shall require the construction contractor(s) to prepare a Site
Safety Plan in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

HAZ-6: LACWWDA40 shall require the construction contractor(s) to prepare and
implement a Safety Program to ensure the health and safety of construction
workers and the public during project construction. The Safety Program shall
include an injury and illness prevention program, as site-specific safety plan, and
information on the appropriate personal protective equipment to be used during
construction.

C) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. There is one school located in the vicinity of the
project site, Just Plane Kids is located at 2555 E. Ave P in Palmdale, directly adjacent to
the pipeline. Construction of the proposed project would require the use of fuels, oils, and
lubricants that can be hazardous to the environment. Since these schools are located
within one-quarter mile of the project site, compliance with applicable state and federal
regulations as well as the BMPs identified in Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 through HAZ-
6 during construction would ensure that any potential risk due to hazardous emissions or
release of hazardous materials would be reduced to less than significant levels.

d) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Sites appearing on the Leaking Underground
Storage Tank (LUST) database with cases remaining open or undefined represent
potential sources of petroleum hydrocarbons and VOCs. Sites appearing on the Cleaners
database represent potential sources of chlorinated solvents including perchloroethylene
(PCE) and trichloroethylene (TCE). Sites appearing on the Solid Waste Landfill database
represent potential sources of a variety of constituents including petroleum hydrocarbons,
VVOCs, chlorinated solvents, and metals. There are no sites identified on the California
Department of Toxic Substance Control website that depicts potential sources of soil
contamination that could be encountered during excavation. However, a review of the
Envirostor database identified one site near the PWRP, Air Force Plant #42 in Palmdale.
It is listed as an active state response site that is located on 5832 acres, between Palmdale
and Lancaster. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-7 would ensure that any
risks involving hazardous materials sites would be reduced to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measure

HAZ-7: In the event that evidence of potential soil contamination, including soil
discoloration, noxious odors, debris, or buried storage containers are encountered
during construction, LACWWDA40 shall require the construction contractor(s) to
have a contingency plan for sampling and analysis of potentially hazardous
substances and coordination with the appropriate regulatory agencies, if necessary.
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The required handling, storage, and disposal methods shall depend on the types and
concentrations of chemicals identified in the soil. Any site investigations or
remedial actions shall comply with applicable laws

e) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project would be located within
the Airport Influence Area for Palmdale Regional Airport (refer to Figure 3.8-5 in the
Final PEIR). The proposed pipelines would cross two Accident Potential Zones at the end
of the runways (refer to Figure 3.8-7 in the Final PEIR). The proposed project would not
construct any wildlife hazard attractants that would jeopardize the safety of aircraft
operations. However, construction of the proposed project along roadways near airport
facilities could introduce safety hazards for both workers at the construction sites and at
the airports. Coordination with airport agencies and staff would be required to ensure
proper protections measures are integrated into a construction safety program and
implemented by the construction contractor. Additional discussion regarding project
compatibility with airport operations and pre-construction coordination with airport
agencies, such as Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA), Caltrans, and the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA), is presented in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning.

Mitigation Measure

HAZ-8: LACWWDA40 shall coordinate with appropriate agencies (such as LAWA
and FAA) and staff to ensure a safety program is developed and implemented
during construction of the proposed project.

f) No Impact. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the proposed project.
Therefore, there would be no safety hazards to people working or residing in the project
area.

9) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Construction of the proposed project would
require transportation of equipment and materials that could interfere with emergency
response or evacuation plans. Roadways could be temporarily affected due to operation
or storage of construction equipment and material deliveries, particularly during
construction of the proposed pipeline. Project construction would not result in complete
roadway closures but would result in lane closures, which would affect traffic flows.
Implementation of a Traffic Control/Traffic Management Plan, as described in
Mitigation Measure TR-1 would ensure there would be no interference with emergency
response and evacuation plans. The Traffic Control/Traffic Management Plan would
ensure that all roads remain passable to emergency service vehicles at all times. No
further mitigation measures are required.

Mitigation Measure

Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1.
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h) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project would be located in areas
characterized by residential communities, agricultural operations, open space, and vacant
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lands. These areas may be susceptible to wildland fires as construction of the proposed
project requires equipment and activities that use petroleum fuels and oil and could result
in accidental spills leading to fire-related hazards. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures HAZ-9 and HAZ-10 would reduce all potential impacts to less than
significant levels.

Mitigation Measures

HAZ-9: LACWWDA40 shall require the construction contractor to coordinate with
local fire agencies to develop a fire safety plan, which describes various potential
scenarios and action plans in the event of a fire.

HAZ-10: During construction, all staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for
development using spark-producing equipment shall be cleared of dried vegetation
or other material that could ignite. Any construction equipment that includes a
spark arrestor shall be equipped with a spark arrestor in good working order.
During the construction of the recycled water backbone, contractors shall require
all vehicles and crews working at the project site to have access to functional fire
extinguishers at all times. In addition, construction crews shall have a spotter
during welding activities to look out for potentially dangerous situations, including
accidental sparks

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no hazardous materials would be used or transported within the
project area, and no new hazardous wastes would be generated. In addition, under the No Action
Alternative no new hazardous materials would be handled in the vicinity of an existing school;
there would be no safety hazards for people in the vicinity of Palmdale Airport; there would be no
potential interference with emergency evacuation plans; and there would be no potential impacts
associated with wildland fires.

References

State of California, Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC). 2007. Available on-line at:
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map.asp?global_id=19970004 Accessed
January 3, 2012.

-
<
L
=
-
O
o
(@
L
>
—
- -
o
o
<
<
o
L
2
=

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 3-50 ESA /209362
IS/IMND/EA April 2014




3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY —
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste ] X ] ]
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or ] X ] ]
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a ] X ] ]
site or area through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site ] X ] ]

or area through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, or by other means, substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would
result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed ] ] ] X
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

1 O
X
1 O
X O

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows?

[
X
[
[

i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of ] ] ] X
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of ] ] ] X
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow?

Discussion

a,f) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Operation of the proposed recycled water
pipelines could result in cross contamination of potable water pipelines, which could
result in reduced water quality and potential public health concerns. Currently all areas
considered for irrigation with recycled water are being irrigated with potable water and
thus have potable water pipes tied into their irrigation systems. To avoid cross-
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contamination of potable water with recycled water, backflow prevention devices would
be required in accordance with CCR Title 17, Group 4, Article 2, Protection of Water
System. Additionally, the Health and Safety Code, Division 104. Environmental Health
Services, Part 12. Drinking Water, Chapter 5. Water Equipment and Control, Article 2.
Cross Connection Control by Water Users, Section 116815 states: “All pipes installed
above or below ground, on or after June 1, 1993, that are designed to carry recycled
water, shall be colored purple or distinctively wrapped with purple tape.”

In addition, minimum separation standards for potable and non-potable water pipelines
are included in CCR Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 16, California Waterworks Standards,
Avrticle 4, Materials and Installations of Water Mains and Appurtenances. In accordance
with Section 64572, Water Main Separation, all proposed recycled water pipelines would
have at least a 10 foot horizontal separation and one (1) foot vertical separation from any
parallel potable water mains. Incorporation of Mitigation Measures HYDRO-1 through
HYDRO-5 would reduce any potential risks of water quality contamination to less than
significant levels.

In addition, operation of the proposed project would be subject to conditions imposed by
the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) pursuant to Water
Recycling Requirements (WRRs) and Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs). Recycled
water use associated with the proposed project would comply with the California
Department of Public Health (CDPH) recycled water regulations contained in Title 22 of
the CCR. Recycled water provided by the PWRP would be treated to disinfected tertiary
levels. As such, the product recycled water may be used for end use categories, including
but not limited to the following M&I applications: landscape irrigation of parks, schools,
golf courses, freeways, greenbelts, cemeteries, and landfills; landscape impoundments;
fire suppression; city maintenance and street cleaning operations; culvert jetting; and
construction applications, such as dust control.2 The recycled water end uses identified
for the proposed project are included in the Title 22 regulations (refer to Table 1-2 in the
Final PEIR). To be used as a source supply for these designations, the reclaimed effluent
would at all times be adequately oxidized, clarified, filtered, and disinfected effluent.

However, there is the concern for water quality impacts at the recycled water end user
sites. Of particular concern is the impact to surface water and groundwater quality that
could result due to the higher levels of TDS, nitrogen, and other nutrients in the recycled
water relative to potable water. The over-application of recycled water would have the
potential to affect surface water quality if this resulted in surface ponding or direct runoff
to local creeks or other water bodies.

To address these water quality concerns SWRCB adopted a statewide general permit for
landscape irrigation uses of recycled water, pursuant to AB 1481 in July 2009. The
SWRCB has stated in its adopted Recycled Water Policy that the discharge of salts and

2 Municipal and industrial (M&I) end uses do not include residential land uses. This PEIR does not include coverage
of residential landscape irrigation.
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nutrients to groundwater can be reasonably controlled by applying water at agronomic
rates for recycled water landscape irrigation projects (SWRCB, 2009). Irrigation of
landscapes at agronomic rates also reduces impacts to surface waters by reducing the
potential for ponding and recycled water runoff. This nutrient management practice
would be sufficient to protect beneficial uses and water quality as prescribed in
applicable basin plans, water quality control plans, and water quality control policies.

Currently, LACWWDA40 is developing a Salt/Nutrient Management Plan (SMP). SMP
stakeholder meetings have been held to raise awareness and engage stakeholders and
other interested parties on salinity and nutrient issues and management plan development
efforts in the Antelope Valley. The stakeholder group has determined boundary limits for
the SMP area based on available water quality information provided by the stakeholders.
In order to understand the current and future basin uses, the group has identified current
and future projects contributing to potential salt/nutrient impacts to the basin, identified
existing groundwater data collection throughout the region, and created a draft land use
map. The group has compiled historical and current water quality (defined as the average
concentrations of salt/nutrients and other constituents of concern at each well) from
different agencies and created a groundwater quality database. The group has also
developed a current and future project list that determined the SMP water quantity
projection for the next 25 years. These projections will allow the stakeholder group to
analyze the salt/nutrient impacts the projects may have on the basin. This analysis will
eventually help determine the basin’s assimilative capacity. The group is currently
selecting several monitoring wells for the Salt Management Monitoring Plan based on the
adequate proximity of the wells to current and future projects and an even distribution of
available existing wells within the region. Once all the necessary well information for
the monitoring plan has been obtained, the group will prepare a map identifying all the
monitoring wells and identify the stakeholders responsible for monitoring the data.

SWRCB also has stated that it is “unreasonable to require groundwater monitoring for
landscape irrigation projects using recycled water because these project generally pose a
threat to water quality similar to landscape irrigation projects using surface water or
groundwater, for which groundwater monitoring is not required” (SWRCB, 2009).

SWRCB has acknowledged that use of recycled water for irrigation or other water supply
augmentation can affect concentrations of salts and nutrients in groundwater basins, in
excess of the water quality objectives established in Basin Plans. The regulation of
recycled water itself is not adequate to address this issue; rather, SWRCB is encouraging
every region in California to develop a salt/nutrient management plan by 2014. Because
each groundwater basin or watershed is unique, the plan detail and complexity will
depend on the extent of local salt and nutrient problems. Plan components include: basin-
wide water quality monitoring; water recycling goals and objectives; salt and nutrient
source identification; basin loading - assimilative capacity estimates; salt mitigation
strategies; anti-degradation analysis; and emerging constituents consideration. This
policy was approved in May 2009, and the proposed project would be subject to all
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requirements of the policy, including salt management plans (Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-6).

Recycled water contains nitrogen, phosphorus, and potassium. Nutrients in the recycled
water applied to landscapes are taken up by vegetation, reducing the need for fertilizer
applications. Reduction of fertilizer applications by proposed M&I end users would
reduce total nutrient load applied to irrigation sites that potentially could end up in
surface runoff or affect underlying groundwater.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-7 would reduce potential impacts to
surface water quality and groundwater quality to less than significant levels. Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-7 requires M&I end users to apply water and fertilizer to landscapes at
agronomic rates, which is compatible with good farming practices on land. The
mechanism for implementing these practices is a Reclaimed Water User Agreement,
which would be made between the implementing agency and recycled water end user.

Mitigation Measures

HYDRO-1: Applicable backflow prevention devices, as outlined in Title 17 shall
be incorporated into pipeline design to avoid potential for cross contamination.

HYDRO-2: Applicable minimum pipeline separation standards for potable and
non-potable water pipelines, as outlined in Title 22, shall be incorporated into
pipeline design to avoid potential for cross contamination.

HYDRO-3: All recycled water pipelines shall be painted purple or marked
distinctly with purple tape.

HYDRO-4: Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (DPH), Cross
Connection Control Program for Los Angeles County, shall be advised of each new
site where recycled water is to be used prior to placing the site into service.

HYDRO-5: All recycled water sites shall be inspected and tested for possible cross
connections with the potable water system, in accordance with Sections 60314(3)
and 60316(a), Title 22, California Code of Regulations.

HYDRO-6: LACWWDA40, in consultation with the Lahontan RWQCB, shall
develop and implement a salt management plan to reduce the potential for salt and
nutrient loading and minimize impacts to water quality in the Antelope Valley
Groundwater Basin.

HYDRO-7: LACWWDA40 shall require the development and implementation of
Recycled Water User Agreements with each recycled water end user. The
Agreements shall include provisions that prohibit over-application of recycled
water and fertilizer, such as requiring irrigation at agronomic rates to reduce the
potential for runoff and increased nutrients into the groundwater basin.
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b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project would replace potable
water with recycled water for certain end uses, thereby reducing existing and future
demand for potable water. Operation of the proposed project would result in a direct net
increase in aquifer volume due to the proposed groundwater recharge end use. Operation
of the proposed project would have no adverse impacts on groundwater supplies or
aquifer volume.

Construction of the recycled water pipelines, including trenching, jack and bore tunneling
and horizontal directional drilling techniques, could potentially meet shallow or perched
groundwater. Groundwater levels and the depth of excavation vary throughout the
proposed project area. If shallow groundwater is met, dewatering would be required.
Dewatering operations would include pumping the groundwater and discharging to the
local storm drain system. Discharge water could potentially degrade surface water quality
with materials used during typical construction activities, such as silt, fuel, grease or
other chemicals. This could be a potentially significant impact; however, impacts would
be temporary. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-8 would reduce the
impact of construction dewatering to surface water quality to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-8 directs the LACWWDAQ0, if required, to prepare a report
of waste discharge (ROWND) for the Lahontan RWQCB, under the General WDR R6T-
2003-004, General WDRs for Small Construction Projects. The Lahontan RWQCB
encourages implementation of best management practices (BMPSs) similar to those
required for NPDES storm water permits to protect the water quality objectives and
beneficial uses of local surface waters as provided in the Lahontan Region Water Quality
Control Plan (RWQCB, 1995).

Mitigation Measure

HYDRO-8: LACWWDA40 shall conform with the requirements of the dewatering
permits issued by the Lahontan RWQCB for dewatering activities, including
WQO-2003-003-DWQ. The provisions of the permit may include treatment of
flows prior to discharge.

Additionally, if required, the LACWWDA40 shall prepare a ROWD for the
Lahontan RWQCB, under the General WDR R6T-2003-004, General WDRs for
Small Construction Projects. If the LACWWDA40 will have temporary or
permanent impacts to waters of the State the LACWWDA40 shall prepare a ROWD
and shall quantify permanent and temporary impacts to waters of the State. The
ROWD shall provide detailed Best Management Practices to address construction
methods that would minimize erosion and protect water quality.

c) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. During construction of the proposed project,
excavated soils would have the potential to erode and be transported to down gradient
areas, potentially resulting in water quality standard violations. Construction of pipelines
would require excavation of trenches or temporary bore and receiving pits, and temporary
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stockpiling of soils. In the event of heavy rain, erosion of the stockpiles may occur
resulting in scouring and sedimentation of local drainages, particularly during
construction of the Amargosa Reach of the recycled water pipeline within Amargosa
Creek. Additionally, the storm water passing through the construction sites has the
potential to pick up any chemicals from the staging site itself (such as fuels or oil from
construction equipment), which may pass into the local storm water collection system,
impacting water quality.

The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers has determined that Amargosa Creek is not defined as
a water of the United States because it flows to a closed internal dry lake basin
(Rosamond Dry Lake), which is wholly within the State of California. For similar
reasons, the Lahontan RWQCB has determined that other dry washes in the Antelope
Valley (e.g., Big Rock Creek and Little Rock Creek) are not defined as water of the U.S.
(Lahontan RWQCB, 2004). Therefore, discharges resulting from the proposed project
would not be subject to regulation under the NPDES program and would not be required
to file a Notice of Intent to comply with the State’s General Construction Stormwater
NPDES permit or prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). However,
the Lahontan RWQCB encourages implementation of BMPs similar to those required for
NPDES storm water permits to protect waters of the state (Lahontan RWQCB, 2004) and
to protect the water quality objectives and beneficial uses of local surface waters as
provided in the Lahontan Region Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) (RWQCB,
1995). Applicable BMPs are identified in the California Stormwater Quality
Association’s California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbook for
Construction (2009). Mitigation Measure HYDRO-9 below would require that
LACWWNDA40 prepare BMPs to be implemented to ensure pipeline construction activities
would not degrade surface or groundwater quality.

As discussed above, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has determined that isolated
waters within the Lahontan Region are not “waters of the United States” and would not
be subject to regulation under the federal Clean Water Act. However, State standards
still apply to any “waters of the State” under the State Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act (California Water Code Section 13000 et seq.).

Section 13260(a) of the California Water Code requires that any person discharging
waste or proposing to discharge waste within any region, other than to a community
sewer system, which could affect the quality of the water of the State, file a ROWD. The
proposed project would not impact “waters of the United States,” but would affect
Amargosa Creek which is a “water of the State.” Therefore, the LACWWD40 would be
required to prepare and submit a ROWND for placing fill in the channel.

In order to protect Amargosa Creek from potential impacts related to construction
activities, controls have been identified and specific BMPs have been outlined in the
following paragraphs. These measures are intended to safeguard Amargosa Creek
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against pollutants associated with erosion, sediment and dust transport, and non-
stormwater discharges.

Erosion control is necessary to prevent sediment transport to the storm drain system.
Erosion control BMPs bind soil particles to protect the soil surface and may include, but
would not be limited to the following:

e scheduling construction activities during dry season or limiting activities during the
rainy season

preservation of existing vegetation and ground cover
streambank stabilization using brush or engineered structures
earth dikes

velocity dissipation devices

temporary soil binders

temporary hydraulic mulch

temporary soil stabilizer

temporary erosion control blanket (on slope)

temporary cover (geotextiles and mats)

Sediment controls complement the erosion control measures to further reduce sediment
transport to the storm drain system through physical interception or settlement of the
sediment being transported by storm water runoff. Typical BMPs include, but would not
be limited to the following:

temporary storm drain inlet protection

temporary silt fence

temporary fiber roll

temporary sediment basin

temporary check dam

temporary gravel bag berm

temporary sand bag barrier

temporary straw bale barrier

Tracking control is necessary to reduce sediment from being transported off the site
from construction equipment itself, and onto private/public roads. BMPs for
tracking control may include, but would not be limited to: stabilizing entrances to
the construction sites and adjacent roadways

e temporary entrance/outlet tire wash stations

To prevent soil and dust from being transported off site by wind, additional BMPs for
erosion control measures may include, but would not be limited to the following:

-
<
L
=
-
O
o
(@
L
>
—
- -
o
o
<
<
o
L
2
=

o application of potable water to disturbed soil
o soil binders
e temporary hydraulic mulch
e temporary silt fences
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e temporary wind fences

In addition to the storm water control measures mentioned above, non-storm water
control measures further reduce potential impacts that include:

e water conservation practices
e dewatering operations
e vehicle and equipment washing/fueling/maintenance

Mitigation Measures

HYDRO-9: LACWWDA40 shall develop and implement a SWPPP using BMPs to
minimize erosion and sedimentation. LACWWDA40 shall include in contractor
specifications that the contractor is responsible for developing the SWPPP. The
SWPPP shall be maintained at the site for the entire duration of construction.

The objectives of the SWPPP are to identify pollutant sources that may affect the
quality of storm water discharge and to implement BMPs to reduce pollutants in
storm water discharges. The SWPPP for the proposed project shall include, but not
be limited to, the implementation of the following elements:

o Identification of all pollutant sources, including sources of sediment that may
affect the quality of storm water discharges associated with construction
activity from the construction site;

o Identification of non-storm water discharges;
o Estimate of the construction area and impervious surface area;

e Preparation of a site map and maintenance schedule for BMPs installed during
construction designed to reduce or eliminate pollutants after construction is
completed (post-construction BMPs);

o Identification of all applicable erosion and sedimentation control measures,
waste management practices, and spill prevention and control measures;

¢ Maintenance and training practices; and,

o A sampling and analysis strategy and sampling schedule for discharges from
construction activities

e Final selection of the of the BMPs will be determined when the LACWWD40
or their agent applies for a report of waste discharge (ROWND) to the Lahontan
Region of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board. The RWQCB
will issue a waste discharge report (WDR) permit that may or may not include
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the BMPs listed above. The LACWWDA40 or their agent will apply for the
permit after the Environmental Assessment is complete.

3.10 Land Use and Land Use Planning

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
10. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING —
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X
b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or ] X ] ]

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan ] ] ] X
or natural community conservation plan?

Discussion

a) No Impact. The pipelines would be entirely underground with some above-ground
appurtenances and would not create a barrier or physically divide an established
community. The pump station would be located within an existing industrial facility and
the recycled water storage tank would be adjacent to an existing storage tank. As a result,
the project would not divide an established community. There would be no impact.

b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The ALUC has identified the Airport Influence
Area (AlA) for each public use airport in Los Angeles County. The AlA is the
geographic area that could be affected by present or forecasted aircraft operations and the
area in which new land uses or changes in land uses could cause adverse effects to flight
operations and safety. As shown in Figure 3.8-5, the pipelines located along the Sierra
Highway and Avenue P and the pump station are located in the Palmdale Regional
Airport (PMD) Airport Influence Area.

Additionally, the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Study provides
extensive analysis on the effects of aircraft noise, aircraft accident potential, and land use
development upon present and future land uses in the vicinity of PMD. The AICUZ
identifies military clear zones (CZs) and accident potential zones (APZs) for runways
7/25 and 4/22. The CZ, which is located at each runway end, represents the area at the
highest risk of experiencing aircraft accidents. ~ As shown in Figure 3.8-7 of the PEIR,
pipelines located along the Sierra Highway and Avenue P are also located very near to
Clear Zones associated with PMD. The potential short-term impacts associated with the
construction of the proposed pipeline would be potentially significant due to their close
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proximity to this airport. The presence of construction equipment, particularly cranes and
lights, could pose hazards to aircraft operations.

To prevent potential intrusions to navigable airspace, the implementing agency would
notify the airport of proposed construction activities in advance and work with the airport
to complete project review through the FAA’s 7460 airspace review process, which
would ensure that construction equipment, such as cranes and flashing lights, would not
pose hazards to aviation. In addition to FAA airspace review, ongoing coordination with
the airport would be required to ensure that proposed construction activities do not
disrupt airport operations and to ensure that appropriate notice is provided to aviators
using the airport. Portions of the Phase 2 pipeline construction would occur on federally
obligated property associated with PMD and Los Angeles Worlds Airports (LAWA) (see
Figure 3.8-5 of the PEIR). Although it is anticipated that construction would occur within
the ROW for jurisdictions owning the roads intersecting these properties, the
LACWWDA40 must coordinate construction schedules with airport staff to minimize
effects to airport operations.

Construction activities can pose threats to aviation through the inadvertent creation of
habitat, open water, or food sources for potentially hazardous wildlife. For example, the
use of temporary or permanent sediment traps, the use of soil-stabilization mixtures that
include grains or other food sources, or the use of landscaping materials that provide
opportunities for nesting or loafing can attract birds and other wildlife that pose hazards
to aircraft.

Implementation of the following Mitigation Measures LU-1 through LU-4 would
minimize these potential effects associated with construction of the proposed pipeline.

Mitigation Measures

LU-1: For project pipelines located along the Sierra Highway and Avenue P and
the pump station occurring within an Airport Influence Area (AlA), LACWWD40
shall submit their proposed project plans to the Los Angeles County ALUC for
review and comment prior to final design.

LU-2: Prior to conducting construction activities within an AlA, for the project
pipelines located along the Sierra Highway and Avenue P and the pump station,
LACWWNDA40 shall prepare an airport construction safety plan that would identify
best management practices. The plan would include, at a minimum, construction
timeframes and hours, lighting and flagging requirements, air traffic control
communication requirements, access and egress restrictions, equipment staging
area requirements, and personal safety equipment requirements for construction
workers, and appropriate notification to aviators. The plan would be reviewed and
approved by airport staff and implemented by both the airport and project
construction staff.
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LU-3: Prior to final design of project pipelines located along the Sierra Highway
and Avenue P and the pump station within an AIA, LACWWDA40 shall identify the
ground elevation associated with each project component and submit their project
plans to airport staff for review and comment. Working with airport staff,
LACWWDA40 shall submit their design plans for airspace analysis (FAA Part 7460
review) to determine whether any of the proposed project components or proposed
construction equipment would protrude into protected airspace. If such objects are
identified, LACWWDA40, airport staff, and FAA will identify appropriate steps to
adjust project plans or include appropriate markings to identify hazards to aviators
pursuant to FAA Part 7460.

LU-4: To prevent the creation of wildlife attractants, LACWWDA40 shall
coordinate with construction contractors to ensure that neither project design nor
construction plans create temporary or permanent sources of open water,
inappropriate seed mixtures, or inappropriate landscaping designs. Notes shall be
incorporated on construction plans to warn against the creation of potential wildlife
hazards

C) No Impact. Improvements associated with Phase 2 do not occur in areas which fall under
the jurisdiction of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved or proposed local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
development or improvements would occur. The No Action Alternative would not divide an
established community and would not conflict with any land use plans.
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3.11 Mineral Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
11. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral ] ] ] X
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally important ] ] ] X

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Discussion

a,b) No Impact. The California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey
(CGS) classifies the regional significance of mineral resources in accordance with the
California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA). CGS designates
Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) that have regionally significant mineral deposits. The
proposed project is not located within any designated MRZs (Los Angeles County, 2007;
LACSD, 2005). The closest MRZ to the project area is the Little Rock Creek Fan located
at the southeast edge of the City of Palmdale. The proposed project would have no impact

on mineral resources.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
development or improvements would occur. The No Action Alternative would result in no

impacts to mineral resources

References

Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (LACSD), Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant 2025

Facilities Plan & Final EIR, September 2005.

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, Draft Preliminary General Plan, Open
Space & Conservation Element, June 28, 2007. Available online:

http://planning.lacounty.gov/spGPMain.htm.
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3.12 Noise

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
12. NOISE — Would the project:
a) Result in Exposure of persons to, or generation of, ] X ] ]
noise levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b) Resultin Exposure of persons to, or generation of, ] ] X ]
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?
c) Result in A substantial permanent increase in ambient ] ] X ]
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
d) Result in A substantial temporary or periodic increase ] X ] ]
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan ] ] ] X

area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in
an area within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people residing
or working in the area to excessive noise levels?

f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, ] ] ] X
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion

a,d) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The City of Palmdale Municipal Code limits the
hours of construction to within the hours of 6:30 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. unless the work is
made in response to an emergency or special purpose. (Palmdale Municipal Code Section
8.28 Building Construction Hours and Operation and Noise Control)

The City of Palmdale General Plan Noise Element states that when proposed stationary
noise sources could exceed an exterior noise level of 65 dBA Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL), or could impact future noise sensitive land uses, the proposed
noise source will require the preparation of an acoustical analysis. The acoustical analysis
will include mitigation measures to reduce noise levels to 65 dBA CNEL or less exterior
and 45 dBA CNEL interior. If the noise level cannot be reduced to these thresholds
through mitigation, the new noise source should not be permitted. (General Plan Policy
N1.1.3) The General Plan also states that construction hours should be restricted during
the evening, early morning and Sundays. (General Plan Policy N1.2.2)

Operational Noise

The proposed project could result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels due to
operation of the pump station at the PWRP. However, there are no noise-sensitive land
uses in the vicinity of the PWRP. The proposed project would not conflict with the noise
standards established in the City of Palmdale General Plan Noise Element.
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Construction Noise

A temporary increase in ambient noise levels would result from project construction
activities. Total project construction is anticipated to occur for approximately 24 months,
starting in November 2012 and ending in October 2014. Pipeline installation would be
ongoing for the duration of construction. The construction of the pump station would take
approximately nine months and the construction of the storage tank would take
approximately six months.

Construction activity noise levels at and near the construction areas would fluctuate
depending on the particular type, number, and duration of uses of various pieces of
construction equipment. Construction-related material haul trips would raise ambient
noise levels along haul routes, depending on the number of haul trips made and types of
vehicles used. In addition, certain types of construction equipment generate impulsive
noises (such as pile driving), which can be particularly annoying. Pile driving, however,
is not proposed for the proposed project development. Table 3-2 shows typical noise
levels during different construction stages. Table 3-3 shows typical noise levels produced
by various types of construction equipment.

TABLE 3-2
TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION PHASES

Noise Level?

Construction Phase (dBA, Leq at 50 Feet)
Ground clearing 84
Excavation 89
Foundations 78
Erection 85
Finishing 89

a Average noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of
equipment associated with a given phase of construction and 200 feet from the rest of
the equipment associated with that phase.

SOURCE: Bolt, Baranek, and Newman, 1971; Cunniff, 1977.

Construction during the proposed project would generate a significant amount of noise
corresponding to the noise generating equipment used. Noise from construction activities
generally attenuates at a rate of 4.5 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance, for this analysis
a rate of 6 dBA was used. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than
others due to the amount of noise exposure and the types of activities typically involved.

Pipelines

The nearest sensitive receptors to pipeline construction are single family residences on
Avenue O at approximately 70 feet. Construction noise at the nearest receptor would be
approximately 86 dBA Leq. Other sensitive receptors located further away from
construction, including Just Plane Kids School on Avenue P, would be exposed to
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TABLE 3-3
TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

Noise Level?

Construction Equipment (dBA, Leq at 50 Feet)
Dump truck 88
Portable air compressor 81
Concrete mixer (truck) 85
Scraper 88
Jackhammer 88
Dozer 87
Paver 89
Generator 76
Backhoe 85
Rock Drilling 98

a Average noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of
equipment associated with a given phase of construction and 200 feet from the rest of
the equipment associated with that phase.

SOURCE: Bolt, Baranek, and Newman, 1971; Cunniff, 1977.

construction noise at incrementally lower levels. Pipeline construction would move at a
rate of 50 to 100 feet a day; therefore, individual sensitive receptors would be exposed to
substantial noise for no more than three to five days.

Storage Tank

The nearest sensitive receptors to storage tank construction are the single family
residences east of the storage tank at approximately 585 feet. Construction noise at the
nearest receptor would be approximately 68 dBA Leqg. Other sensitive receptors located
further away from construction would be exposed to construction noise at incrementally
lower levels.

Pump Station

The nearest sensitive receptor to Pump Station construction is the Just Plane Kids School,
located approximately 2,910 feet away on Avenue P. Construction noise at the nearest
receptor would be approximately 54 dBA Leq. Other sensitive receptors located further
away from construction would be exposed to construction noise at incrementally lower
levels.

Daytime construction noise is exempt from maximum noise thresholds. Therefore,
daytime construction noise would not violate the City of Palmdale’s noise ordinance.
However, construction noise at sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the recycled water
pipeline and storage tank could experience noise levels that exceed the City of
Palmdale’s exterior noise threshold of 65 dBA for stationary sources. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures NOISE-1, NOISE-2, and NOISE-3 would ensure construction
activities are restricted to daytime hours and would minimize the effects of construction
noise on sensitive receptors during construction. With implementation of these mitigation
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measures, the proposed project would not result in the exposure of persons to or
generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the general plan or noise
ordinance. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

Mitigation Measures

NOISE-1: LACWWDA40 shall require its construction contractors to comply with
the construction hours and days limitations established in local noise ordinances.
Night-time construction would require approval from the City of Palmdale.

NOISE-2: During construction of the proposed recycled water pipeline and storage
tank, LACWWNDA40 shall require its construction contractors to implement
procedures to reduce noise generated from project construction activities. Typical
noise control procedures include the following:

e Require all construction contractors to locate fixed construction equipment
(e.g., compressors and generators) as far as possible from noise-sensitive
receptors.

e Equipment used in the construction of individual project components shall be
muffled and maintained in good operating condition. Internal combustion
engine-driven equipment shall be fitted with intake and exhaust mufflers that
are in good condition.

e Additional noise attenuating measures include changing the location of
stationary construction equipment and/or staging areas; notifying adjacent
residences and nearby sensitive receptors in advance of construction work;
shutting off idling equipment; rescheduling construction activities; requiring
on-going construction noise monitoring to assure adherence to City/County
construction equipment standards; and/or installing temporary barriers around
stationary construction noise sources.

NOISE-3: To further address the nuisance noise impact of project construction,
construction contractors shall implement the following:

e Signs shall be posted at the construction site that include permitted
construction days and hours, a day and evening contact number for the job site,
and a contact number for the applicable jurisdiction agency in the event of
problems.

e An onsite complaint and enforcement manager shall track and respond to noise
complaints.

b) Less Than Significant. Vibration associated with noise, which takes the form of
oscillatory motion, can be described in terms of acceleration, velocity, and displacement.
There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle
velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal.
The PPV is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean
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square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to describe the affect of vibration on the
human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the
signal. The Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) threshold for architectural damage to
conventional sensitive structures is 0.2 in/sec PPV, and the FTA threshold for human
annoyance due to ground-borne vibration is 80 RMS (FTA, 2006). Project construction
would employ conventional activities. Table 3-4 shows typical vibration velocities for
equipment/techniques to be used during project construction. At a distance of 50 feet,
ground-borne vibration would not exceed thresholds for architectural damage or human
annoyance. All sensitive receptors are at least 50 feet from the proposed construction
areas. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

TABLE 3-4
VIBRATION VELOCITIES FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

PPV at 50 Feet RMS at 50 Feet
Equipment Activity (inches/second)? (VDB)b
Large Bulldozer 0.03 78
Loaded Trucks 0.03 77
Caisson Drilling 0.03 78
Jackhammer 0.01 70

a. Buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 PPV without experiencing structural
damage.
b. The human annoyance response level is 80 RMS.

SOURCE: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.

c) Less Than Significant. Operation of the pump station could increase ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity. The proposed pump station would be enclosed and located
onsite at the PWRP, which is not in close proximity to any sensitive receptors or noise-
sensitive land uses. Noise levels in the vicinity of the PWRP would not change
substantially from existing uses. Impacts would be less than significant.

e,f) No Impact. The project would be adjacent to PMD and Air Force Plant 42. However,
while there are airports within two miles the project, the project itself would not include
the development or introduction of noise sensitive land uses, and for this reason, would
not expose persons to excessive aircraft or airport noise levels. No impacts would occur,
and no mitigation measures are required.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
development or improvements would occur. The No Action Alternative would result in no noise
impacts.

Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 3-67 ESA /209362
IS/IMND/EA April 2014



References

Bolt, Baranek, and Newman, Noise From Construction Equipment and operations, Building
Equipment, and Home Appliances,1971

Cunniff, Environmental Noise Pollution, 1977.
City of Palmdale, General Plan Noise Element, January 1993
City of Palmdale, Municipal Code, current through January 2012

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment,

May 2006.
=
<
L
=
-
O
@
(@]
L
=
=l
-
O
(1 4
<
<
Q.
Ll
2
=
Regional Recycled Water Project Phase 2 3-68 ESA / 209362

IS/IMND/EA April 2014




3.13 Population and Housing

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
13. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either ] ] X ]

directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing ] ] ] X
units, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating ] ] ] X
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

d) Affect the health or environment of minority of low ] ] X ]
income populations disproportionately?

Discussion

a) Less Than Significant. A project can have direct and/or indirect growth inducement

potential. Direct growth would result if a project involved construction of new housing. A
project can have indirect growth inducement if it would establish substantial new
permanent employment opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial or governmental
enterprises) or if it would involve a substantial construction effort with substantial short-
term employment opportunities and indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing
and services to support the new employment demand. A project would also have an
indirect growth inducement effect if it would remove an obstacle to additional growth
and development, such as removing a constraint on a required public service.

The proposed project would be limited to the provision of water supply infrastructure.
There is no housing or commercial development that would directly affect the number of
residents or employees in the project area. The proposed project would not directly
contribute to the creation of additional housing or jobs within the Antelope Valley.
Therefore, proposed project would not directly induce population growth.

To determine indirect growth inducement potential, the proposed project was reviewed to
ascertain whether it would remove an obstacle to additional growth and development,
such as removing a constraint on a required public service. The proposed project would
reduce the area’s existing and future demand for imported water through recycling. The
imported water conserved through implementation of the proposed project would be
available to serve potable water demands of planned growth. As stated in the PEIR (page
5-5), the Antelope Valley Integrated Regional Watershed Management Plan expects
population to increase by 245 percent of year 2000 levels by the year 2030. The Antelope
Valley Regional Urban Water Management Plan (RUWMP) acknowledges the region’s
growth predictions and accounts for the water demand in its regional future demand
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b,c)

d)

projections. The Antelope Valley RUWMP projects that eight percent of the water
demand in 2030 would be met with recycled water, although substantially more would be
available as additional end use demand develops. The proposed project would not
directly or indirectly induce growth or remove an obstacle to growth, since the increased
population would occur in any case based on the cities” and counties’ approved build-out
and growth control policies. The recycled water that would be made available as a result
of the proposed project would be used to meet a small percentage of projected demand in
2030 that would otherwise be met with imported water. The proposed project’s potential
to induce population growth is considered to be less than significant.

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the construction or demolition of
housing. Therefore, the proposed project would not displace people or housing, and there
would be no impact.

Less Than Significant. The proposed locations of the pump station and storage tank are
based on proximity and connectivity to the proposed pipeline and elevation. The
proposed pipeline route has been determined based on specific screening criteria,
including minimizing the distance between the water reclamation plants and minimizing
the distance between the pipeline and the end users. The locations of project facilities
were not based on socio-economic characteristics of communities, such as income level
or race/ethnicity.

The pump station and a majority of the pipeline would be located in Census Tract number
9101. The storage tank would be located in Census Tract number 9102. The 2010 Census
reported there were 1,800 persons residing in Tract 9101 and 2,015 persons residing in
Tract 9102. The 2010 Census reported that residents of Tract 9101 are 78 percent
Hispanic and 8 percent black. The 2010 Census reported that 20 percent of residents of
Tract 9102 are Hispanic and 6 percent are black. The 2010 Census data reported that
54.4% of Palmdale is Hispanic (Los Angeles County Almanac, 2012). Therefore, the
project components would not be located only in tracts disproportionately characterized
by minority populations when compared to the City overall. Tract 9102 has a lower
proportion of Hispanic residents, relative to the City overall. Tract 9101 does have a
greater proportion of Hispanic residents, relative to the City overall; however the pump
station would be located at the PWRP, which is not in close proximity to any residential
neighborhoods, and the pipelines would be located in streets throughout the tract, not
targeting any particular neighborhood.

Median household income data for the two census tracts affected by the proposed project
demonstrate a lack of correlation with low income areas. Median annual household
income is $32,782 in Tract 9101 and $91,697 in Tract 9102, fluctuating both above and
below the median household income levels for the City of Palmdale which was reported
to be $54,840. The poverty level for 2011 was set at $22,350 (total yearly income) for a
family of four. The 2010 Census reported Palmdale as having 5.4% having made less
than $10,000, 4.7% making between $10,000 to $14,999 and 9.3% making between
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$15,000 to $24,999. The median income in both Tract 9101 and 9102 were above the
poverty level. Because the median income ranges vary between the two tracts and the
City as a whole, the project will not disproportionately affect low income households.

Based on all census data the proposed project would not have a disproportionate affect on
minority or low income populations. Impacts are considered less than significant.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no development or improvements would occur; there would be
no impacts to induce substantial population growth or require the relocation of housing
elsewhere. In addition, no disproportionate impacts to minority or low income populations would
occur

References
ESRI, Census Data, 2011
Los Angeles County Almanac, Racial/Ethnic Composition of Cities by Percentages Los Angeles

County 2010 Census : http://www.laalmanac.com/population/po38.htm, Accessed
January 2, 2012
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3.14 Public Services

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
14. PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:
a) Resultin substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of, or the need for, new
or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the following public
services:
i)  Fire protection? ] ] ] X
iy  Police protection? ] ] ] X
iiy Schools? ] ] ] X
iv) Parks? ] ] ] X
v)  Other public facilities? ] ] ] X

Discussion

a.i-v) No Impact. During construction of the proposed project, a relatively small number of
construction workers would be required. It is expected that most of these workers would
commute to the project site from surrounding communities. Therefore substantial
temporary increases in population that would adversely affect public services and require
construction of new public facilities are not expected. There would be no impact.

Operation of the proposed project would result in the use of recycled water for end uses
currently being served by potable water, such as landscape irrigation. The proposed
project would reduce future demand for potable water supply in the project area. The
proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce population growth (see Section
3.13). The proposed project would not require additional public services, such as fire
protection, police protection, schools, or parks and thus would not require construction of
new public facilities. There would be no impact.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct demand for public services would occur. Since no
development would occur, the demand for public services would remain unchanged
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3.15 Recreation

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact
15. RECREATION — Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional ] ] ] X
parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would
occur or be accelerated?
b) Include recreational facilities or require the ] ] ] X

construction or expansion of recreational facilities that
might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Discussion

a,b) No Impact. Operation of the proposed project would result in the use of recycled water
for end uses currently being served by potable water, such as landscape irrigation. The
proposed project would reduce demand for potable water supply in the project area. The
proposed project would not result, directly or indirectly, in an increase in population;
therefore the proposed project would not result in an increase in the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities and would not cause
physical deterioration of facilities. The proposed project would not require the
construction of additional recreational facilities. The proposed project would have no

impact on recreation.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, all project sites would remain unchanged, and no new
development or improvements would occur. The No Action Alternative would not induce
deterioration of existing recreational facilities or construct any facilities in an area zoned for

recreation.
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3.16 Transportation and Traffic

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporation Impact No Impact

16. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC —
Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy |:| |Z| |:| |:|
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management |:| |Z| |:| |:|
program, including, but not limited to, level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?

¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location, that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Resultin inadequate emergency access?

0 I B
MX X 0O
0 I B
Ood O X

f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

Discussion

a,b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Applicable transportation plans and policies
include the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan (CMP), the Southern
California Association of Government’s (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan, the
Antelope Valley Transit Authority Bus Plan, and the Circulation Element of the Palmdale
General Plan.

The proposed project would not introduce any new facilities to the project area that
would generate long-term changes in traffic. There would be no long-term impacts to
level of service standards or performance of the circulation system. Potential traffic and
transportation effects would be limited to the construction phase of the proposed project,
particularly construction of the recycled water pipelines. Construction-generated traffic
would be temporary and therefore would not result in any long-term degradation in
operating conditions or conflict with the Los Angeles County CMP, Circulation Element
of the City of Palmdale’s General Plan, or the SCAG’s Regional Transportation plan. The
Los Angeles County General Plan and the City of Palmdale General Plan’s alternative
transportation-related goals and policies pertain to long-term land use and transportation
planning. Standards for roadways that are part of the Los Angeles County CMP network
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are intended to regulate long-term traffic increases resulting from the operation of new
development, and do not apply to temporary construction projects. As project
construction activities would last for approximately 24 months, long-term transportation
policies and plans would not be affected. The primary impacts from the movement of
construction trucks would include short-term and intermittent lessening of roadway
capacities due to slower movements and larger turning radii of the trucks compared to
passenger vehicles. Construction of the pump station and storage tank would occur
completely within the site boundaries, resulting in minimal impacts to roadway
circulation. Impacts to location and regional circulation system performance would
primarily be associated with construction of the proposed pipeline within the roadway
and right-of-way.

Traffic-generating construction activities related to the construction of the pipelines
would consist of the daily arrival and departure of constructions workers, trucks hauling
equipment and materials to the construction site, the hauling of excavated soils, and
importing of new fill. Construction equipment used for the proposed project would
include concrete trucks, back-hoes, paving equipment, and periodic delivery of pipes and
materials. Construction would include the transportation of oversize loads, such as trucks
carrying pipes.

The proposed alignment would follow within and/or across several roadway right-of-
ways. The proposed pipeline alignment runs along the following roadways:

Sierra Highway is a two-lane highway that runs parallel to SR 14 through the
Antelope Valley. The Antelope Valley Metrolink Line runs directly parallel to Sierra
Highway along its eastern side. Sierra Highway is considered a regional arterial
between Avenue M and Avenue P and a major arterial south of Avenue P. Proposed
pipeline construction would occur along Sierra Highway between Avenue O-8 and
Avenue M. An existing Palmdale Class I bikeway and an adopted Palmdale Master
Plan bikeway combined run the length of the proposed pipeline.

Avenue M is considered a regional arterial and is a two-lane east-west roadway. The
proposed pipeline would run along Avenue M, between Sierra Highway and
Challenger Way/10™ Street East. An adopted Palmdale Master Plan bikeway route
runs the length of the proposed pipeline.

Avenue O runs west starting at Sierra Highway and has a total of two through lanes.
The proposed pipeline would run along Avenue O to Amargosa Creek and continue
along the creek to the proposed storage tank.

Avenue P (Rancho Vista Blvd) is considered a major arterial and runs east-west.
The proposed pipeline would run between 30" Street East and 10" Street East.
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Challenger Way/10th Street East is discontinuous along its length. It extends from
north of Avenue K inLancaster to Avenue M, and from Avenue O-8 to Avenue S. It
has two through lanes along both segments.

30" Street East is a two-lane north-south roadway. The proposed pipeline would run
from Avenue P to the pump station at the PWRP.

According to the Antelope Valley Transit Authority (AVTA) several public
transportation routes follow the proposed pipeline construction areas. Routes 1, 2, 3, 4, 7,
and the Lake L.A. Express would be temporarily affected by construction of the proposed
pipeline. The placement of the pipeline in the roadways would temporarily disrupt
existing transportation and circulation patterns. Impacts would include direct disruption
of traffic flows and street operations. Construction in the paved right-of-way would result
in a reduction in travel lanes. Construction work within and/or across high traffic volume
regional arterials would affect traffic flow and operations at these locations. Construction
of the pipeline is not expected to result in complete roadway closure. Jack and bore
techniques would be utilized to construct the pipeline across Sierra Highway in two
locations (see Figure 2).

Prior to pipeline construction, staging areas would be prepared for materials delivery,
storage, and preparation prior to construction. Staging areas would be established in areas
near construction zones that are easily accessible. The construction of the staging area
would increase construction worker and truck trips along regional and local roads near
the staging areas. Implementation of Mitigation Measures TR-1 through TR-6 would
reduce traffic impacts resulting from the construction of the proposed pipelines to less
than significant levels, by requiring the construction contractor and LACWWD40 to
identify future potential traffic impacts and implement control measures to reduce those
impacts.

Mitigation Measures

TR-1: LACWWDA40’s construction contractor shall prepare and implement a
Traffic Control/Traffic Management Plan subject to approval by the City of
Palmdale and any other applicable local jurisdictions prior to construction. The
plan shall:

¢ Identify hours of construction and hours for deliveries;

¢ Include a discussion of haul routes, limits on the length of open trench, work
area delineation, traffic control and flagging;

¢ Identify all access and parking restrictions, pavement markings and sighage
requirements (e.g., speed limit, temporary loading zones);

¢ Maintain access to residence and business driveways at all times to the extent
feasible; Minimize access disruptions to businesses and residences;
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e Layout a plan for notifications and a process for communication with affected
residents and businesses prior to the start of construction. Advance public
notification shall include posting of notices and appropriate signage of
construction activities. The written notification shall include the construction
schedule, the exact location and duration of activities within each street (i.e.,
which lanes and access point/driveways would be blocked on which days and
for how long), and a toll-free telephone number for receiving questions or
complaints;

¢ Include a plan to coordinate all construction activities with emergency service
providers in the area at least one month in advance. Emergency service
providers shall be notified of the timing, location, and duration of construction
activities. All roads shall remain passable to emergency service vehicles at all
times;

e Include the requirement that all open trenches be covered with metal plates at
the end of each workday to accommodate traffic and access; and

e Specify the street restoration requirements pursuant to agreements with the
local jurisdictions.

Mitigation Measure TR-2: LACWWDA40 shall identify all roadway locations
where special construction techniques (e.g., horizontal boring, directional drilling
or night construction) will be used to minimize impacts to traffic flow.

Mitigation Measure TR-3: LACWWDA40 shall develop circulation and detour
plans to minimize impact to local street circulation, including bikeways. This may
include the use of signing and flagging to guide vehicles and cyclists through
and/or around the construction zone.

Mitigation Measure TR-4: LACWWDA40 shall encourage construction crews to
park at offroad staging areas to limit lane closures in the public right-of-way.

Mitigation Measure TR-5: Peak travel periods shall be avoided when considering
partial road closures.

Mitigation Measure TR-6: LACWWDA40 shall consult with the Antelope Valley
Transit Authority at least one month prior to construction to coordinate bus stop
relocations and to reduce potential interruption of transit service.

C) No Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed project would not affect air
traffic patterns, levels, or locations. The proposed project is located within the AIA of the
PMD. Refer to Section 3.10, Land Use and Land Use Planning, for additional discussion
of project impacts associated with airport land use compatibility plans.

d) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project would not permanently
modify any roadway designs or introduce incompatible vehicles. Any disturbance to
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roadways during pipeline construction would be restored in accordance with Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-11. The presence of construction vehicles and equipment would
temporarily introduce potential safety hazards to motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians
during pipeline construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measures TR-1 through
TR-6 would minimize potential hazards to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measures
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-11 and TR-1 through TR-6

e) Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure